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ABSTRACT 
This article was written in 1997. After a 2009 review the content was left mostly unchanged - 
apart from this re-written abstract, restructured headings and a table of contents. The article 
deals directly with professional registration of surveyors; but it also relates to government 
procurement of professional services. The issues include public service and professional 
ethics; setting of professional fees; quality assurance; official corruption; and professional 
recruitment, education and training. Debate on the Land Surveyors Act 1908 (Qld) and its 
amendments to 1916 occurred at a time when industrial unrest of the 1890s and common 
market principles of the new Commonwealth were fresh in peoples’ minds. Industrial issues 
led to a constitutional crisis in the Queensland’s then bicameral legislature and frustrated a 
first attempt to pass a Surveyors Bill in 1907. The Bill was re-introduced in 1908 after fresh 
elections and Kidston’s return as state premier. Co-ordinated immigration and land settlement 
polices of the colonies were discontinued when the Commonwealth gained power over 
immigration in 1901. Concerns shifted to protecting jobs from foreign competition. Debate on 
1974 amendments to the Act reflected concerns about skill shortages and professional 
accreditation. However, in times of economic downturn, a so-called ‘chronic shortage of 
surveyors’ could rapidly degenerate into oversupply and unemployment. Theorists 
championed a naïve ‘capture theory’ where the professions captured governments to create 
legislative barriers to entry to the professions. Supposedly, this allowed rent-seeking and 
monopoly profits through lack of competition. However, historical evidence suggests that 
governments have been capable of capturing and exploiting surveyors. More enlightened 
institutional arrangements are needed if the community is to receive benefits commensurate 
with sizable co-investments of public and private resources in developing human capital.  
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
1 INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................... 1 
2 THE BILL OF 1907 ................................................................................................................. 3 
2.1 Historical antecedents to the Land Surveyors Bill of 1907 ............................................ 3 
2.2 The Queensland Institue of Surveyors and the 1907 Bill ............................................... 9 
2.3 Parliamentary debates on the Land Surveyors Bill of 1907 ......................................... 10 
2.4 Background to a constitutional crisis ........................................................................... 15 
3 THE BILL OF 1908 ............................................................................................................... 19 
3.1 Parliamentary debate on the Surveyors Bill of 1908 .................................................... 19 
3.2 Reception of the Land Surveyors Act 1908 and the amendment of 1911 ................... 22 
3.3 Parliamentary debate on the Amendment Bill of 1911 ................................................ 24 
3.4 Inquiry into allegations of misconduct: 1913-1914 ....................................................... 26 
3.5 The Amendment Bill of 1916 ....................................................................................... 32 
3.6 Background to the amendments of 1974..................................................................... 37 
3.7 Parliamentary debates on the amendments of 1974 ................................................... 37 
4 RECRUITMENT AND THE SURVEYING PROFESSION.................................................... 39 
5 ABOLITION OF THE SURVEY OFFICE SCALE OF FEES ................................................. 42 
6 CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................................................... 45 
Debate on statutory control of the surveying profession in Queensland: 1907 – 1975 Page 1 
 
 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
Proponents of a ‘capture theory’ argue that, although government regulation may purport to 
protect the public interest, industry advocates subvert the regulators. These theorists claim 
that industries gain more by way of protection than the public.1 The 'theory' gives an 
inaccurate description of how professional registration operated in Queensland under 
legislation eventually replaced by the Surveyors Act 1977.2 An explanation more in keeping 
with historical facts is that, more often than not, governments 'captured' surveyors. 
Governments obtained surveying services under terms and conditions that other workers 
might have seen as unacceptable. This article focuses on debate over legislation in the period 
from 1907 to 1975. 
 
The idea that governments may have 'captured' surveyors accords with an account by 
Hughes of the early North American experience.3 However, she identified the Crown colony of 
Virginia as a particular exception where surveyors rose to positions of considerable influence. 
The greater political power and professional autonomy which the Virginians gained in comparison to 
the surveyors in the proprietary colonies, such as Pennsylvania, Maryland and the Carolinas, was 
not inevitable or predictable; it was an outcome slowly shaped by events in the seventeenth 
century.4 
George Washington and Thomas Jefferson - first and third presidents of the United States 
respectively – were registered as surveyors in the Crown Colony of Virginia. Their licences as 
surveyors in that Colony were issued through the office of Surveyor-General. This office was 
vested in a corporate entity; namely, the Trustees of the College of William and Mary.5 Doubt 
exists over whether Jefferson actually practiced surveying, as his father before him had 
done.6 However, he seems to have had a detailed knowledge of surveying, and enjoys a 
reputation for statesmanship in federal land policy decisions. These decisions had far 
reaching consequences in United States history.7 
                                            
 
1  Gerard C. Rowe, ‘Economic theories of the nature of regulatory activity’, Business regulation in Australia, 
ed. by Roman Tomasic (North Ryde, NSW: CCH Australia, 1984) p.156  
2  Land Surveyors Act 1908, (8 Edw.7 No.3), assented 15 April 1908, commenced 1 January 1909 
 Land Surveyors Act Amendment Act 1911 (2 Geo.5 No.14), assented and commenced 30 November 1911  
 Land Surveyors Act Amendment Act 1916 (7 Geo.5 No.9), assented and commenced 5 December 1916 
 Land Surveyors Act Amendment Act (No.13 of 1974), assented and commenced 18 April 1974 
 Land Surveyors Act Amendment Act (No.2) (No.56 of 1974), assented and commenced 27 September 
1974 
3 Sarah S. Hughes, Surveyors and statesmen: land measuring in colonial Virginia, (Virginia: Virginia 
Surveyors Foundation; Virginia Association of Surveyors, 1979) pp.1-7 
4 ibid., p.3 
5  Henry Hartwell et al, The present state of Virginia, and the College, ed. by H.D. Farnish (Williamsburg; 
1940) pp.90-92 cited in The papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed. by Julian P. Boyd (Princeton, New Jersey: 
Princeton University Press, 1950)  p.100 
6 Hughes, Surveyors and statesmen, p.90 and endnote 29 at p.182 
7 Jonathon Hughes, American Economic History, 2nd. edn. (Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Foresman, 1983) 
pp.89-92. Herman R. Friis, ‘Highlights in the first hundred years of surveying and mapping and 
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Australian historians have noted the contribution of various Australian surveyors to land 
exploration and development. However, economists in particular and policy advisers in 
general show surprisingly little understanding of this contribution to Australia's economic 
history. The surveying profession ought to accept some responsibility for its failure to explain 
itself. The further contribution of surveyors to public life is inadequately recorded, and more 
detailed study may well reveal a substantial endowment that has gone largely unrecognised. 
There is also at least the suspicion that some of these important contributors were mavericks 
of their profession who were able to break loose from the institutional arrangements that 
might have otherwise restricted them. 
 
The institutional arrangements associated with particular colonisation ventures were an 
important determinant of how surveyors would be recognised and rewarded. British colonial 
attitudes often exploited land and people ruthlessly. These attitudes set up animosities 
between settlers and colonial governments; and between colonial governments and the 
mother country. Seemingly, these historical arrangements were not the product of any 
conscious design,8 and the extent of exploitation varied from place to place. Nowadays, a 
more general belief is that the conscious design of incentives and disincentives will produce 
improved institutional outcomes. Maslow, who gained eminence for his work in psychology 
and his theory of motivation, held the opinion that: 
Even the best individuals placed under poor social and institutional circumstances behave badly. 
One can set up social situations which will guarantee that individuals will be at each others throats; 
or one can set up social situations which will encourage individuals to be synergic with each other.9 
This view has considerable support among organisation theorists. However, while poor social 
situations will ensure a temporary existence for some arrangements, people cannot simply 
disregard mechanism for establishing and maintaining a society's deeply embedded property 
institutions. Surveyors have been part of these institutions for centuries. Careful historical 
analysis may uncover deep-seated pathologies in surveying and mapping organisation and 
suggest remedies that may lead to a healthier state of affairs.  
 
                                                                                                                                                 
 
geographical exploration of the United States by the Federal Government’, Surveying and Mapping, Vol.18 
No.2 (June 1958) pp.186-212. Thomas Jefferson is usually given credit for proposing the rectangular 
system. The system was adopted by the US Congress as a Land Ordinance of 1785. A short description of 
the system is contained in ‘The Public Lands Survey System (PLSS)’, accessible at URL 
<http://www.nationalatlas.gov/articles/boundaries/a_plss.html>. A longer account is contained in William D 
Pattison, Beginnings of the American rectangular survey system, 1784-1800, University of Chicago, 
Department of Geography, Research Paper No.50, Chicago IL: University of Chicago Press, 1957 
8 Jack P. Greene (ed.), ‘Introduction’, Great Britain and the American colonies: 1606-1763 (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1970) pp.xi-xiii 
9 Abraham H. Maslow, The farther reaches of human nature (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin, 1971) 
p.194 
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2 THE BILL OF 1907 
2.1 Historical antecedents to the Land Surveyors Bill of 1907 
The British colonial experience in North America included a licensing system for surveyors 
that had been the norm since the early seventeenth century. Government was the major land 
developer in practically every British colony; and land sales were a major source of revenue to 
colonial governments. Accordingly, surveyors relied mostly on government for their 
employment. The government engaged surveyors either as direct employees, or as licensees 
operating under contract. This experience probably influenced the home government's 
policies in early New South Wales. However, during the move to self-government in New 
South Wales, a constitutional crisis occurred between the colonial and British legislatures 
over government finances. The crisis led Governor Gipps to institute a licensing system in 
1842 that took surveyors off the government's payroll. This system became the administrative 
practice in Queensland after its separation from New South Wales in 1859. However, the 
Queensland Parliament did not consider this aspect of government administration until 
introduction of the Land Surveyors Bill of 1907. Thus, the effect of passing the Bill would be to 
provide the Queensland Parliament's imprimatur to a system that had operated before and 
since Queensland's separation in 1859. Given the dominant role and administrative style of 
the British Colonial Office,10 the colonial experience in North America influenced in turn the 
system in New South Wales. In 1859, one hundred years after separation, the Payne Report 
on Crown lands administration in 1959 argued that 'The Crown should be the model landlord' 
in its dealings with lessees of the Crown.11 This implied that the government was open to 
accusations about double standards if it legislated to require fair dealings in private 
landlord/tenant relationships without setting something of an example itself. Similar 
arguments apply to employer/employee relationships. The evidence suggests that the 
Queensland Lands Department was often far less than a model employer where surveyors 
were concerned. 
 
Government finance was usually controversial in colonial times. Considerable tensions 
usually existed between interests in Britain and interests in the colonies. In the case of New 
South Wales, the British government was anxious, from at least as early as 1827, to make the 
cost of police and gaols a charge against revenues raised in the colony.12 Moreover, it wished 
to control proceeds from the sale of Crown lands. Seemingly, in the light of Wakefieldian 
theory on systematic colonisation, the home government regarded these proceeds as a 
capital fund rather than income. The expectation was that this fund would be devoted 
                                            
 
10 J.C. Beaglehole, ‘The Colonial Office: 1782-1859’, Historical Studies of Australia and New Zealand, Vol.1 
No.3 (1941) pp.170-189 traces the administrative history and style of the Colonial Office 
11 Land Settlement Advisory Commission, (William Labatt Payne, Chairman), Report on progressive land 
settlement in Queensland (1959) p.48, para.48 
12 A.C.V. Melbourne, Early constitutional development in Australia: New South Wales, 1788-1856; 
Queensland, 1859-1922, 2nd. edn., ed. and intr. by R.B. Joyce (St. Lucia, Queensland: University of 
Queensland Press, 1963) p.181. This text includes detailed discussion on this topic which is indexed as 
'Gaols and police, costs of' 
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primarily to the cause of assisted migration.13 Governor Bourke's instructions in 1834 were to 
provide for police and gaols out of local revenue.14 The British government, apparently in an 
attempt to placate local feelings over that decision, also allowed the New South Wales 
Legislative Council to appropriate any surplus in the Land Fund after assisted immigration 
costs were met.15 A major policy change had occurred with the promulgation in 1831 of the 
Ripon Regulations.16 These regulations instructed the Governor to grant land by sale at five 
shillings per acre.17 Later instructions increased the price to twelve shillings in August 1838.18 
In 1843, a British statute further increased the price to £1.19 Thomas Mitchell, then Surveyor-
General, saw this price hike as an inducement to squatting rather than land purchases.20 At 
much the same time, it was also announced that the newly constituted New South Wales 
Legislative Council would no longer retain the right to appropriate surplus revenues in the 
Land Fund.21 The Council retaliated in that year by striking out all estimates for the Surveyor-
General's Department and reducing the salaries of certain judicial officers.22 
 
Under conditions of evolving democratic institutions, political immaturity, point scoring and 
land hunger, it was often politically expedient to argue that surveys were never accurate or 
fast enough and always too costly. After 1837, surveyors in the government service had to be 
certified as suitably qualified by a board of three persons.23 In 1840, Gipps had established a 
system of contract surveys of land grants that was clearly aimed at cutting costs. On the basis 
of an alleged shortage of surveyors in the boon years 1839-1840, Gipps requested the 
                                            
 
13 ibid., p.180 
14 Spring-Rice to Bourke, Despatch No.39 (15 November 1834), Historical Records of Australia,, Series I, 
Vol.17, p.577 
15 ibid., enclosure, Mr. F. Baring to Sir George Grey, pp.578-80 at p.580. Discussed also in Melbourne, Early 
constitutional development in Australia, p.181 
16 Also called the Goderich regulations after Viscount Goderich who subsequently became Earl of Ripon in 
his capacity as Secretary of State for the Colonies; the minister responsible for colonial affairs. 
17 Goderich to Darling, Despatch No.19, (9 January 1831) Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.16, 
pp.19-22, instructions to suspend all grants, except to fulfil prior promises, pending new regulations. 
Goderich to Darling, Despatch No.21, (14 February 1831) Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.16 
pp.80-83, advising special rules in sales to Naval and Military Officers. Notified in the colony by 
‘Government Order’ (1 July 1831) rpt. in Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.16, note 25, pp.850-1 
18 Glenelg to Gipps, Despatch No.176, (9 August 1938), Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.19, 
pp.537-8 
19 Land Sales Act 1842 (Imp.), (5 & 6 Vic. c.36)  
20 T.L. Mitchell, Evidence to Select Committee on Debenture Bill, V. & P. (N.S.W.) [1841] p.3, cited in William 
C. Foster, Sir Thomas Livingston Mitchell and his world: 1792-1855, (Sydney: N.S.W. Division of The 
Institution of Surveyors, Australia, 1985) p.338 
21 Constitution Act 1842 (Imp.), (5 & 6 Vic. c.76) 
22 Melbourne, Early constitutional development in New South Wales, p.291 
23 Notice dated 6 September 1837 in Government Gazette (NSW) [1837] No.292 (6 September 1837) p.621, 
rpt. in ibid., No.293 (13 September 1837) p.625. It is cited in P.W. Beaver, ‘The licensing of surveyors prior 
to the N.S.W. Surveyors Act 1929’, Australian Surveyor, Vol.29 No.5 (March 1979) p.339, giving the date 
of the notice as 6 April 1837 which may be incorrect. 
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recruitment in England of more surveyors in October 1840.24 The Secretary of State acceded 
in May 1841,25 and they arrived in time to find a colony in financial distress.26 The Australian 
of 26 September 1843 suggested that surveyors should look to England rather than Sydney 
for their recompense.27 Gipps adopted a number of measures in trying to overcome his 
problems with surveying staff, including introduction in February 1844 of a system of licensed 
surveyors. It gave staff surveyors little option but to accept substantial pay cuts in exchange 
for a right to carry out private surveys.28 In March 1844 the public was notified by 
advertisement that licensed surveyors were being allocated to districts, but it was also made 
clear they were qualified to work in any of them.29 
 
Gipps's moves of 1844 gave surveyors a licence to perform private work; but private work was 
practically unavailable. While he clearly tried to retain surveyors in employment, the outcomes 
in many instances were grossly unfair by today's standards, and may have been unfair by the 
standards of the time. Some surveyors clearly suffered considerable hardship through the 
machinations of the British Government regarding land policy and constitutional 
development.30 These circumstances are irreconcilable with the so-called 'capture theory'. 
Gipps himself had arrived in New South Wales in 1838 keen to uphold a reputation for sound 
financial management. Some historians consider that he left in 1846 with that reputation in 
tatters.31 That is a harsh judgement and a matter for some debates over whether it was 
deserved. 
 
The economic depression and great strikes of the 1890s convinced many people of a need 
for industrial conciliation and arbitration. Accordingly, dominant political themes after the turn 
of the century were work-place reforms,32 and the related issue of restricted immigration. 
                                            
 
24 Gipps to Russel, Despatch No.159 (17 0ctober 1840), Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.21, 
pp.48-49 
25 Russel to Gipps, Despatch No.267 (19 May 1841), Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.21, pp.369-
70 
26 Foster, Sir Thomas Livingston Mitchell and his world, p.342-5. Stephen H. Roberts, The squatting age in 
Australia: 1835-1847, 2nd. edn. (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1964) Ch.7, ‘The great crisis: 
1841-1844’, pp.186-213 provides a valuable account of the economic conditions of this period 
27 Cited in Foster, Sir Thomas Livingston Mitchell and his world, p.348 
28 The notice dated 5 February 1844 under signature of the Colonial Secretary appeared in Government 
Gazette (NSW), [1844] No.17, (13 February 1844) p.282. The same text, dated 12 February 1844, was 
repeated in ibid., No.18 (15 February 1844) p.302. The instructions of the Surveyor General are recorded 
in T.L. Mitchell, ‘Memo to Surveyors’ (5 February 1844), and were enclosed in correspondence, Gipps to 
Stanley, Despatch No.91 (13 June 1843), Historical Records of Australia, Series I, Vol.22, pp.777-9 
29 Colonial Secretary's Office, ‘Licensed Surveyors’, (Sydney: 1 March 1844), Government Gazette (NSW) 
[1844] No.24 (5 March 1844) pp.375-6 
30 Foster, Sir Thomas Livingston Mitchell and his world, p.349 
31 Kelvin Grose, ‘Sir George Gipps: prince of all skinflints?’, Journal of the Royal Australian Historical Society, 
Vol.50 Pt.4 (December 1964) pp.453-465 
32 Richard Mitchell and Esther Stern, ‘The compulsory arbitration model of industrial dispute settlement: an 
outline of legal developments’, Foundations of arbitration: the origins and effects of State compulsory 
arbitration; 1890-1914, ed. by Stuart Macintyre and Richard Mitchell, Australian studies in labour relations, 
1 (Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1989). A summary of legislative activity in Australia and New 
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Before federation in 1901, the legacy of Wakefieldian ideas tied land and immigration policies 
together. After federation, the Commonwealth Government assumed responsibility for 
immigration.33 These arrangements placed land and immigration policies in different 
jurisdictions. The new Commonwealth government linked ideas about immigration with its 
ideas about employment and tariff protection of industry. 
 
An appreciation of surveyors' attitudes to their working conditions after 1907 depends on 
some understanding of the prevailing background of industrial relations elsewhere. The 
Commonwealth Government acquired power to make laws regarding 'conciliation and 
arbitration for the prevention and settlement of industrial disputes extending beyond the limits 
of any one state'.34 It enacted the Conciliation and Arbitration Act in 1904.35 This Act 
established what was then the Commonwealth Court of Conciliation and Arbitration.36 In 
1907, the Harvester Case led the Court to consider the meaning of ‘fair and reasonable’ 
working conditions. This case established concepts that were later known as a 'basic wage' 
and 'margins for skill'.37 The Court held that 'fair' refers to the mode of obtaining an 
agreement; and 'reasonable' meant that the amount payable was in proportion to the work 
done.38 In relating the idea of 'fair and reasonable' to the conditions of working people, 
Higgins J. reasoned that 'normal needs' could be considered in the following terms: 
If A lets B have the use of his horses, on the terms that give them fair and reasonable treatment, I 
have no doubt that it is B's duty to give them proper food and water, and such shelter and rest as 
they need; and, as wages are the means of obtaining commodities, surely the State, in stipulating 
for fair and reasonable remuneration for the employees, means that the wages shall be sufficient to 
provide these things, and clothing, and a condition of frugal comfort estimated by current human 
standards.39 
The Court relied on extensive evidence of prevailing conditions in industry. Its decision 
affirmed rather than established that an unskilled adult male deserved a minimum wage rate 
of 7 shillings per day. The Court also assessed margins for skill and found that awards in the 
agricultural implements manufacturing industry should range from 7 shillings per day for 
unskilled workers to 12 shillings per day for pattern makers. The basis of these rates was a 
                                                                                                                                                 
 
Zealand is contained in Appendix A ‘Chief Provisions of the Principal Acts and Bills for Wages Boards and 
Conciliation and Arbitration, 1890-1914’; and Appendix B ‘List of Acts and Bills Providing for ‘Wages 
Boards’ and ‘Conciliation and Arbitration’ 1890-1914’, pp.112-129 
33 Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 (Imp.) (63 & 64 Vic., c.12), s.51, para.xxvii 
34 ibid., s.51, para.xxxv 
35 (No.13, 1904); assented and commenced 15 December 1904 
36 Later name changes included the Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbitration Commission and the 
Commonwealth Industrial Relations Commission. 
37 P.G. Macarthy, ‘Justice Higgins and the Harvester Judgement’, Australian Economic History Review, 
Vol.11 No.1 (March 1969) pp.17-38, rpt. in Social policy in Australia: some perspectives, 1901-1975, ed. by 
Jill Roe (Stanmore, N.S.W.: Cassel, 1976) pp.41-59 
38 Ex parte H.V. McKay (1907) 2 C.A.R. 1, per Higgins J. at p.4, following In re Stuart; ex parte Cathcart 
[1893] 2 Q.B. 201, (Court of Appeal) per Lord Esher M.R. at pp.204-5, Bowen and Kay LJs. concurring at 
p.205 
39 2 C.A.R. 1, at p.4 
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working week of 8 hours for five days and 4 hours on the sixth day.40 The reasoning was that 
fair and reasonable wages were independent of a firm's profitability.41 It was consistent with 
an idea that, if fair and reasonable wages could not be paid on the basis of a capacity to pay, 
serious consideration needed to be given to whether the work should be done at all. 
 
Industrial legislation in Australia and New Zealand differed substantially from other parts of 
the world in emphasising state intervention to arrive at determinations that were enforceable 
in law. Generally, it took one of two forms. The first was compulsory conciliation and 
arbitration, which came into operation when a dispute arose. The second comprised standing 
tribunals of employers and employees called wages boards. The function of these boards was 
to determine periodically, by processes of collective bargaining, the minimum wages and 
conditions applicable in different industries.42 Queensland’s Legislative Council refused to 
pass a Wages Board Bill that had been already passed in the Legislative Assembly in 1907. 
This refusal prompted the Kidston Ministry to resign and led to a constitutional crisis.43 At 
much the same time, the Lower House passed the Land Surveyors Bill of 1907. 
Consequently, the Lower House debated and passed legislation that eventually became the 
Land Surveyors Act 1908 on two occasions. The first was in 1907 before the crisis, and the 
second occurred after fresh elections in February 1908 to resolve the crisis. 
 
Self-government and self-regulation do not arrive simply by way of a decree from above. It 
involves a process of learning teamwork that evolves over time. Learning depends on people 
having a capacity for judgement and being unashamed to change their minds in the light of 
convincing new evidence. The surveying and mapping industry faces significant challenges in 
moves to self-regulation. The industry has a history of fragmentation and unsuccessful 
attempts at unity. It may find some useful lessons in the historical evolution of workable 
democracies. The general tendency with growing complexity in government is to devolve the 
settling of disputes to lower levels of organisation. Policymaking depends importantly on the 
reconciliation of sensible ideas. Ideas are like vectors in that they have magnitude and can 
lead to actions in particular directions. Ideas may reinforce each other to achieve synergy and 
tremendous power. They can also tend to cancel each other out, and any ebb or flow in their 
respective strengths can produce a weak resultant force vacillating in different directions. 
Thus, the testing time for any democratic institution occurs when ideas divide in more than 
two ways and no clear majority prevails. It is especially true when contradictory theories, in 
economic or environmental matters for example, lead to genuine doubts over what should be 
done in particular critical situations. 
 
Parliaments experienced considerable political instability when they were organised as 
                                            
 
40 ibid., per Schedule at p.23 
41 ibid., p.5 
42 Stuart Macintyre and Richard Mitchell, ‘Introduction’, Foundations of arbitration, pp.6-7 
43 D.J. Murphy, ‘William Kidston’, Queensland political portraits: 1859-1952, ed. by D.J Murphy and R.B. 
Joyce (St.Lucia, Queensland: University of Queensland Press, 1978) p.253 
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factional coalitions. These coalitions combined on some issues and fell apart on others.44 This 
led to more frequent elections to resolve the consequential parliamentary stalemates. As an 
example, elections for the Queensland parliament took place in 1902, 1904, 1907, 1908 and 
1909.45 Moreover, ministries changed more frequently. The discontinuity associated with 
those changes made it difficult to apply principles of ministerial responsibility that were 
important to effective executive government. There were 25 ministries in Queensland in the 
period from 1859 to 1909 compared with 11 from 1909 to 1959.46 Nowadays, most 
democracies have evolved into systems comprising two major political parties, and it is only 
when these parties are deadlocked that a minorities group may exercise influence out of 
proportion to its numbers. 
 
The workability of modern executive government requires the kind of organisation that allows 
people to have their say, confines factional differences within the party organisations, and 
provides disciplined voting along party lines. Unless this occurs, the party demonstrates its 
disunity and cannot command the majority it needs to govern. This increases the likelihood 
that a disunited party will be relegated to a political wilderness. The need to demonstrate unity 
– while at the same time mediating differences of opinion – has important implications for how 
the surveying and mapping profession can represent itself to government and in the market 
place. Many high level decision making bodies such as parliament and cabinet are ill 
equipped to deal with controversy over how a profession should organise itself or its work. 
Thus parliament or cabinet faced with such controversy is likely to respond by ordering an 
inquiry, and there have been many into surveying and mapping organisation, mostly with 
dubious results. 
 
In the first decade of the twentieth century, Queensland political power was split three ways. 
The first split was between conservatives and reformers. The second split occurred between 
the reformers. Their division was between pragmatic proponents of gradual reform and the 
more ideological all-or-nothing reformers. The dominant political personalities were those of 
Robert Philp and William Kidston. Philp was a politically conservative Scot: a former partner in 
the well-known shipping and trading firm of Burns Philp. This firm operated initially out of 
Townsville but later spread to New Guinea and Sydney.47 Kidston was another Scot: resolute 
and dedicated to the pragmatism of gradual reform. He had split with Labor in 1907 to lead 
his own breakaway party.48 
 
                                            
 
44 A.W. Martin and R.S. Parker, ‘Introduction’, The emergence of the Australian party system, ed. by P. 
Loveday, A.W. Martin and R.S. Parker (Sydney: Hale & Iremonger, 1977) pp.12-16 
45 D.J. Murphy, ‘Queensland’, Labor in politics: the State Labor Parties in Australia, 1880-1920, ed. by D.J. 
Murphy (St.Lucia, Queensland: University of Queensland Press, 1975) pp.167-176 
46 Ross Fitzgerald, A history of Queensland from 1915 to the 1980s (St.Lucia, Qld.: University of Queensland 
Press, 1984) pp.635-6, Appendix; ‘Queensland Premiers, 1859-1982’ 
47 G.C. Bolton, ‘Robert Philp: capitalist as politician’, Queensland political portraits, pp.193-220 
48 D.J. Murphy, ‘William Kidston: a tenacious reformer’, ibid., pp.221-261 
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2.2 The Queensland Institue of Surveyors and the 1907 Bill 
Representatives of various Surveyors Boards of Australian colonies and New Zealand met in 
Melbourne in 1892. This meeting needs to be seen in the context of broader discussion that 
included common market principles and led to an agreement on a federal compact involving 
Australian colonies. The 1892 meeting in Melbourne provided a stimulus for consolidating the 
legislation pertaining to the registration of surveyors in Queensland. However, political 
attention was drawn in the 1890s to problems of economic depression, industrial turmoil and 
federation. Some fifteen years elapsed before the Council of the Queensland Institute of 
Surveyors received a proposed Surveyors Bill for its consideration: although there is a 
suggestion that a draft had been available since 1902.49 The Council considered a proposal to 
provide some status to pupils and assistant surveyors. Opinions varied on the merits of this 
proposal and it was not followed.50 The licensing system as a proposal involved very little 
fundamental change, apart from explicitly recognising a principle known to surveyors as 
‘reciprocity’ but more generally known as ‘mutual recognition’ with other Australian States and 
New Zealand. 
 
Surveyors themselves were more concerned with the terms and conditions of contract work 
rather than the licensing system itself. The Bill did nothing to redress their concerns about 
fairness in the administration of their rates and conditions in contracting with government. Nor 
did they have much say in how rates and conditions were established in the first place. Courts 
had showed how things could be quite reasonable while at the same time being unfair. Future 
debates and inquiries on organisation of surveying and mapping generally failed to consider 
this distinction. Surveyors never achieved much that resembled independent conciliation or 
arbitration in the period before the rates were abandoned in 1976. 
 
It is uncertain when grievances of contract surveyors were first articulated through any 
association of surveyors. They were evident after 1907 and certainly persisted into the 
1970s.51 The Queensland Institute of Surveyors Inc. was formed in 1876,52 but most of its 
records were lost in a Brisbane flood in 1893.53 A North Queensland Surveyors Institute 
existed in 1881, but little is known of its aims and objectives.54  The government contract rates 
dealt with payment for theodolite and chain surveys. The rates considered the lengths of lines 
actually measured with extra allowances for the slope and vegetation encountered. They 
included further allowances for things such as the marking of corners and lines. A surveyor's 
field book was primary evidence for considering proprietary rights of landholders. It was also 
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evidence to assess contract payments to the surveyor.55 Contract payments based on linear 
rates became somewhat obsolete with the introduction of electronic distance measuring 
equipment in the mid 1970s. However, by then it was clear that land policies of closer 
settlement had run their course and the government was a lot less likely to undertake large 
scale land developments in the future. 
 
2.3 Parliamentary debates on the Land Surveyors Bill of 1907 
Surveyors obviously received some forewarning of the possibility of a Surveyors Bill. The 
Report of the Council of the Queensland Institute of Surveyors for the period ended 30 June 
1907 was devoted mainly to discussion on the Bill and reports on deliberations with 
government over fees paid to contract surveyors. Shortage of surveyors was always a 
concern and several surveyors from southern states helped local surveyors cope with the 
extensive amount of work required by the Lands Department.56 
 
On 1 October 1907, the Hon. J. T. Bell, the Minister responsible for matters of land 
administration, moved in the Legislative Assembly: 
That the House will, at its next sitting, resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole to consider of the 
desirableness of introducing a Bill to provide for the registration of land surveyors; to control the 
practice of such surveyors; and for other purposes incidental thereto.57 
The first reading took place next day.58 At the second reading on 15 October, the Minister 
suggested that, in view of the acceptance among surveyors, the Bill was unlikely to generate 
much opposition to its general principles. He mentioned that the Bill was an outcome, albeit 
belated, of a conference of delegates of examining bodies of surveyors in each of the States 
held in Melbourne in 1891 [sic].59 The conference had laid down general principles to govern 
standards, efficiency and discipline of land surveyors. Governments in New Zealand, Western 
Australia, South Australia and Victoria had enacted similar legislation and New South Wales 
was ready to legislate. A draft of the Bill existed for some years in Queensland, and the 
Institute of Surveyors in Queensland was receptive to it.60 
 
The debate was coloured at times by political point scoring whose origins may have resided in 
deep-seated opposition to parts of the government's overall legislative programme. It led 
ultimately to a constitutional crisis in the ensuing weeks. The Minister mentioned the 
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involvement of surveyors in the Lands and Mines Departments and Real Property Office. The 
Hon. R. Philp, as leader of the Opposition, interjected 'The Railway Department, too'. The 
Minister agreed, and added that he might as well include surveyors in the Marine Department 
as well. Mr. Jenkinson threw in 'They are not land surveyors'.61 The Minister said he was not 
dealing with particular technical specialities but with the work of the Lands Department, which 
maintained staff to check on the work of contract surveyors. Philp asked if the Lands 
Department checked all contract work. The Minister answered that a great deal of its was. 
Philp then argued that it was less than 22 percent and further office checks could (and 
seemingly should) be made.62 
 
The Minister emphasised that one of the Board's functions was to ensure discipline in work for 
the Mines Department and the Real Property Office as well as the Lands Department. He 
outlined the composition of the proposed Surveyors Board formed by the Surveyor-General, 
two members as salaried officers of the Crown and two as nominees of the Queensland 
Institute of Surveyors. Mr. Jenkinson objected to the involvement of the Institute and 
questioned how much they represented the surveying fraternity. The Minister indicated his 
belief that the Institute was representative of the general body of surveyors in Queensland 
and in other States. The Minister completed his introduction by mentioning the powers of the 
Board to make by-laws for the direction and guidance of surveyors.63 
 
The debate moved into the Committee stage on 7 November. The first substantive issue was 
to clarify the distinction between cadastral surveys of mining leases and surveys of mine 
workings. Licensed surveyors were required to perform cadastral surveys of mining lease 
boundaries. Mine managers, for example, might perform surveys of mine workings and 
required no licence. The availability of surveyors was a problem.64 The second substantive 
issue involved a lengthy debate on the requirement that a surveyor should have 'attained the 
age of twenty one years and be of good fame and character'. Generally, members seemed to 
accept that a surveyor should be 'of good fame and character' from a public interest point of 
view. However, there were concerns that mischievousness could denigrate a surveyor's 
character, and there was no specific mode of appeal against a refusal by the Board to grant a 
licence. Mr. Bouchard saw it thus: 
The question as to whether a man was of good character was a question of fact. Why, even a 
member of Parliament did not have to hold that qualification.65 
Mr. Lesina insisted that the only qualification needed was that a man was able to do his work, 
and resented provisions that resembled protectionism or the closed-shop practices of some 
trade unions.66 Mr. Keogh mentioned: 
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If the meaning of the subsection was that a man who took an extra nip of whisky or spoke to a pretty 
girl on the road might be debarred from practising his profession, then he was opposed to it.67 
The Minister responded by saying he would be prepared to include a clause allowing a 
surveyor who considered himself to be unfairly treated to address a memorial to the Governor 
in Council seeking an investigation of the matter. Mr. Bouchard, who had moved an 
amendment to delete the words 'and is of good fame and character' from the requirements of 
an 'authorised surveyor', then withdrew his amendment.68 The Minister had defended the 
continued inclusion of the clause because it was a provision in similar legislation in the other 
States and in the Dental Board Act.69 
 
Mr. Lesina then asked who would examine the five members of the board in regards to 
character.70 According to Mr. Kenna, if that argument were followed they would have 'a sort of 
recurring decimal' where no finality in examination of character was possible. It was a 
principle of lawmaking that there should be some finality somewhere, and it might reasonably 
be expected that the responsibility that would be placed on this board would be exercised with 
fairness and discrimination. A surveyor's position was a responsible one. A surveyor might be 
susceptible to what was vulgarly known as ‘palm oil’, and it was necessary that persons who 
were desirous of becoming surveyors were reasonably decent citizens. To remove this 
qualification of good fame and character, and allow a drunkard or loose person to become a 
surveyor, would be to reduce the whole thing to a farce.71 
 
It is clear members were concerned at the potential for abuse of power by the Surveyors 
Board. Mr. Lesina described it thus: 
These five persons would arraign their panoply of power and privilege, and sit in judgement on the 
trembling wretch who came up at twenty-one or twenty-two years of age for permission to practice 
as a surveyor. Among other questions, the chairman would ask, "Are you of good fame and 
character?" "In what way?' says the trembling applicant. Now, here was just what he wanted to know 
- what was meant by "good fame"? What were the chairman or the members of the Board to 
understand by it? They would take up the New Zealand Act, or some other section in our own Act 
and say "Have you ever feloniously committed this or that or some other thing in respect to 
surveyors? Have you ever certified to the accuracy of a plan not executed by yourself or under your 
immediate supervision? Have you ever shifted your neighbour's landmark?" (Laughter) They might 
run him through the gamut of all the offences for which a surveyor might be suspended, and he 
might pass through the ordeal successfully. "Do you ever drink?" the chairman of the board, who 
might also be a shining light of the local Rechabite organisation, might ask. A surveyor who drank 
might be very unreliable, although surveyors were sometimes sent into the back country where no 
public houses were within reach at all, and possibly did not come within his temptation. But there 
were cases on record of surveyors who did "look upon the wine when it is red". It might be a 
disqualification, and injure a surveyor's good fame and character and they might refuse to give him a 
certificate. This thing permitted the board to cross-question, catechise, and cross-examine, and to 
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practically confess every person who applied for permission to practice his profession.72 
'Work and bust' was folklore among bush workers.73 The 'Rechabites' were one of a few 
friendly societies at the beginning of the twentieth century that advocated abstinence from 
alcohol consumption. The idea that a surveyor who had been working in the bush might need 
some licence on reaching civilisation was also in some member's minds. In answer to a query 
from Mr. Lesina, the Minister gave an assurance that there was no intention to compel a 
surveyor to become a Rechabite.74 
 
Some discussion followed on the responsibilities of surveyors. Mr. Hunter commented: 
They had heard of some of the troubles which might befall a man whose character suffered 
somewhat from intemperance or discretion, but they had heard nothing of the injuries which might 
be caused to persons through having a man of that class employed in surveying any public or 
private estate. He did not think he needed to enumerate them. If members cast their minds over the 
extensive operations and duties which fell to the lot of public surveyors, they would see their 
importance, and he thought it only right that sufficient precautions should be taken to see that men 
of whose integrity there was no doubt were employed in that sort of work.75 
Mr. Leahy raised a particular case of a letter he had received from a farmer in the Allora 
district. The farmer claimed that, in his absence, a surveyor had taken a 2 chain road through 
his freehold whereas he had reduced the width of a road from 12 to 1 chain through his 
neighbour's property. 'I tried to get the board to convey back to me what their surveyor had so 
barefacely robbed me of, but they would not.'76 The Minister explained that he knew of the 
case and, so far as he was aware, the surveyor had merely followed instructions received 
from the shire council. However, it seemed to help decide the issue that a surveyor should be 
'of good fame and character' and the clause was put and passed.77 
 
The debate then moved to discussion on whether surveyors were liable to correct errors in 
their surveys. Mr. Mulcahey saw a need to make special provisions if improvements erected in 
good faith on what was supposed to be a mining lease were subsequently found to be off the 
lease due to a surveyor's error. The Minister agreed to make a suitable amendment.78 (This 
issue arose again in respect of the 1908 Bill. It is discussed in more detail there). Mr. Barnes 
produced a letter from a surveyor - 'a professional man of many years standing' - who thought 
that the Bill was generally a good one, but was critical of the provisions relating to correction 
of errors. The letter writer, who asked to remain anonymous, stated: 
Clause 16 is, I admit, right; but at the same time, the cost of an inspecting surveyor's examination 
should not be allowed to exceed the cost which would be paid to a licensed surveyor for the same 
work, and should not be allowed to extend beyond the block in dispute. At the present time, and 
under this Bill a staff surveyor can pile up the cost to an unlimited amount. I could give some 
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instances which really amount to robbery. And it is in this that the licensed surveyor would not likely 
get a fair hearing before the board, if he should lay a charge against the staff surveyor of wasting 
time and overcharging, as two out of five must be staff surveyors, and they would most likely be 
thinking of themselves, and the third, of course, would be the Surveyor-General, and most likely the 
complaint would then be considered of too trifling a nature to entertain. 
No clause has been provided by which a surveyor knows what error will be allowed. It is very seldom 
that we surveyors agree or that a survey is absolutely correct. The amount of error could easily be 
fixed according to what allowance in chainage is required throughout the survey of the portion. The 
position is this: A datum was laid down in Toowoomba by Surveyor-General McDowall. District 
Ranger McDowell states that this is out 2 minutes. Staff Surveyor Bedford states that both are 
wrong. So you will see that even staff surveyors do not agree. This can be obtained by Bedford's 
report to the Toowoomba council. My contention here is that a staff surveyor may find a 2 minute 
error in one surveyor's work, and pass it, while with another he can condemn it, and the surveyor 
charged with correction. If the error allowed was stated this could not occur.79 
The anonymous writer then alleged that the Surveyor-General was driven by an ambition to 
have Crown land, mining and real property surveys brought under his Department, and that 
his knowledge of mining was deficient. The Minister was then able to seize on this as an 
anonymous personal attack on the Surveyor-General and discount practically everything else 
that was said, regardless of its value.80 
 
Nobody asked why the letter writer wished to remain anonymous, but it seems he was 
concerned at possible reprisals from a powerful bureaucracy. The general effect of such a 
concern was that surveyors were unwilling to say what they believed. These circumstances 
could silence allegations of unequal treatment or injustice. Sycophancy had its rewards. Office 
personnel far removed from the field conditions could coerce field personnel. In short, a series 
of influences involving abuse of power corrupted practically all information about the true state 
of the profession. 
 
Paradoxically, a profession purporting to have its ethos in the production of accurate 
information about land allowed the production of inaccurate information about itself. Even 
today, morale is so poor that many surveyors and surveying students do not know what to 
believe about themselves. However, when institutional arrangements suppressed legitimate 
objections, they also consistently suppressed field practices that may have made good 
economic sense. This suppression avoided the immediate consequences of failing to comply 
with some inappropriate rule. However, two longer-term consequences emerged. First, 
cadastral surveying practice often involved mindless ritual. This restricted the chances that 
cadastral surveying could gain status as a worthy intellectual pursuit interacting with the legal 
aspects of land management. Second, the surveying profession suffered because it lacked 
the kind of discipline usually associated with a 'free press' and the proper functioning of 
democratic institutions. Thomas Jefferson said 'our freedom depends on freedom of the 
press, and that cannot be limited without being lost.'81 
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Surveyors lost control of their own destiny when they lost the freedom to engage in legitimate 
criticism of how they were governed. The true potential of their commitment to education and 
training was lost at considerable cost to the community and themselves. This occurred mainly 
because they lacked any real ability to adapt and improve their own forms of regulation and 
government. The ways of democracy must now be learned quickly if the profession is ever to 
engage in successful self-regulation. 
 
Parliament considered whether to allow appeals against Surveyors Board decisions on points 
of law. The debate canvassed ideas on whether this should be to the District or the Supreme 
Court. The main concern was the costs that surveyors might incur in making an appeal. After 
due consideration, Parliament decided in favour of appeals to the Supreme Court. Debate 
also centred on a right of appeal on other than legal questions. The Minister agreed to an 
amendment allowing an appeal to Governor in Council. Discussion then followed on how to 
make it incumbent on surveyors to provide 'reasonable time' for 'apprentices' to attend 
lectures. It seems that the term 'apprentices' was used interchangeably with 'articled pupils'. 
Mr. Jenkinson commented: 
A dentist practising in town did not, perhaps, find it necessary to get away in office hours, as he 
could go at any time, but most of these surveyors' apprentices would be out in the bush, and they 
might have a cantankerous employer who might place difficulties in their way. Who was to be the 
interpreter of what was a reasonable time? 
... 
He was quite sure the Minister was with him in the fact that it was absolutely imperative that we 
should try to train our youths so as to get us out of the difficulty we are in at the present time. It was 
absolutely impossible now to get a survey done for months and months, because we could not get 
surveyors.82 
The Bill passed the Committee stage and was reported with amendments. However on 12 
November 1907, the day set down for the third reading, the Hon. A.H. Barlow made a 
ministerial statement in the Legislative Council that the government had resigned. Soon after 
on that same day, Premier Kidston announced in the Lower House that he had tendered the 
resignation of his government to the governor that morning.83 Immediately following the 
Premier's statement, the Surveyors Bill passed its third reading and the Lower House 
adjourned.84 The Upper House did not consider the Bill of 1907 and it could not pass into law 
pending resolution of what had become a constitutional crisis. 
 
2.4 Background to a constitutional crisis 
An explanation of the crisis of November 1907 requires some digression into the 
constitutional history of representative government. The digression is more than justified 
because it contains important lessons for the surveying profession faced with issues of self-
regulation in the 1990s. In 1907, Queensland's Legislative Council, comprising members 
nominated for life, refused to pass a Wages Boards Bill. Among other things, the Bill provided 
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for collective bargaining on wages and conditions for workers in agriculture. Such a move was 
unpopular in the Legislative Council. The sympathies of many Council members lay with 
those whose wealth depended on a supply of cheap land and cheap labour. As an example, 
Queensland's sugar industry relied greatly on indentured Melanesian labour. Estimates given 
to an inquiry in 1901 showed that overall maintenance of this labour was 12s. 4d. weekly at 
Mackay and 13s. 4d. at Cairns. This was about 40% of wages for white labour.85 Part of a 
federal compact between the states saw the importation of Pacific Island labour cease after 
31 March 1904, and the repatriation of most Kanakas in the summer of 1906-7.86 After 1901, 
various rebates and bounties on sugar manufactured from white labour insulated sugar 
farmers from increasing labour costs. Tariff on imported sugar replaced these measures in 
1905.87 By way of contrast, surveyors needed to find recompense for increased labour costs 
through increased contract rates from the Queensland Government. The record shows that 
these increases were not so readily forthcoming. 
 
The Wages Board Bill of 1907 was an initiative of the Kidston Ministry formed after an 
election as recently as May in that year. Faced with frustration by the upper house, Kidston 
took a proposal to the Governor to increase the membership of the Council.88 The governor 
refused and Kidston resigned. Kidston indicated to the Lower House that he did not think any 
government should remain in power unless it was able to carry out its policy.89  Philp accepted 
the governor's invitation to form a new government, but he was unable to command a majority 
in the lower house to ensure supply.90 The governor then exercised his prerogative to vote 
supply pending fresh elections. In his new role as leader of the Opposition, Kidston fought 
and won the election of February 1908 on the principle of ‘home rule’.91 This was a reference 
to alleged undue interference in processes of responsible government by a Governor 
appointed by the British government. 
 
Forms of responsible government and ministerial responsibility evolved out of centuries of 
experience. In thirteenth century England, the king used parliament to sound out reaction to 
taxation proposals from a representative cross section of those called upon to pay. By 1297, it 
was an established principle that parliament would grant money only for specific purposes.92 
In 1340, a parliamentary committee formed to examine accounts. Where parliament made no 
grant for a particular purpose, the understanding was that the monarch as head of executive 
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government should abandon the activity.93 In 1215, Magna Carta affirmed that the monarchy 
was not absolute an involved a contract with the people. The English Revolution reaffirmed 
the contractual nature of the English Monarchy with added vigour in 1688. James II had 
prorogued and dissolved parliament.94 He then left the seat of government in circumstances 
deemed tantamount to abdication. In the absence of a properly constituted parliament or 
executive, a parliamentary convention invited William and Mary of Orange to accept the 
British Crown,95 despite the fact that a newborn Prince of Wales was heir to the throne.96 The 
conjoint coronation oath of William and Mary recognised the supremacy of parliament, and 
implied that various statutes, constitutional in character, would receive assent.97 The 
revolutionary spirit of this English Revolution connected with the surveyor statesmen of 
Virginia through the office of Surveyor-General vested in the College of William and Mary. 
 
The conventions of ministerial responsibility evolved out of the need for an executive that 
could answer to parliament. The King or Queen and Ministers of the Crown comprised King or 
Queen in Council, and this has been adapted as Governor in Council in places where the 
forms of government evolved out of the British colonial experience. When Queen Anne died 
without a remaining heir to inherit the British Crown, the succession passed, under the 
Hanoverian Settlement, to George 1 who was not especially fluent in English.98 This may 
have influenced the operation of King in Council, since the practice of the King appointing 
Ministers changed over time to one where the King called for a member of the Commons who 
could form a Cabinet. In the period from 1721 to 1742, Walpole effectively managed the 
political situation and came to be designated a ‘prime minister’.99 He was the first to be 
accorded such recognition in British history. In effect, the first or prime minister was able to 
command a sufficient majority in the Commons to ensure supply. Some of this power came 
from the threat that if he resigned, supply might not be assured and government would 
become unworkable.100 
 
The major remaining problem with the workability of parliament resided in the possibility of 
deadlock between the lower and upper houses in bicameral legislatures. In the revolutionary 
mood which swept Europe after the French Revolution, a dangerous situation could arise if an 
upper house, founded on privilege, attempted to frustrate the wishes of a nation as declared 
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at elections.101 On 29 December 1831, the French had created 36 new peers for the express 
purpose of forcing the extinction of the Chamber of Peers.102 It provided a salutary lesson for 
Britain. A Whig Ministry led by Lord Grey won office in November 1830 after elections that 
promised electoral reforms. The House of Lords, with its conservatism consolidated by 
decades of Tory government, acted obstructively. Grey asked King William IV to create 50 
new peers to secure passage of the Reform Bill of 1832. In time, it became clear that the 
threat alone of swamping the membership was sufficient to curtail the power of the House of 
Lords.103 Grey's ministry was committed to a number of fundamental constitutional reforms, 
and some of them involved the British colonies. As an example, the ministry included Lord 
Goderich, who became Earl of Ripon. He was the minister who introduced Wakefieldian land 
policies into the Australian colonies.104 The colonial policies of this ministry eventually led to 
the introduction, as a cost cutting measure, of the system of licensing of surveyors in New 
South Wales in 1843. 
 
An Imperial Act of 1855 granted representative government to New South Wales and also 
foreshadowed separation of Queensland.105 Actual separation was effected by executive 
action authorised by the 1855 Act in the form of Letters Patent signed by Queen Victoria on 6 
June 1959.106  The laws and constitution of New South Wales became the laws in 
Queensland until their amendment or repeal by the Queensland legislature. The Upper House 
relied for its constitution on that of New South Wales and was, in many ways, analogous to 
the British House of Lords. The notion of ‘no taxation without representation’ had been a 
slogan of the American War of Independence and the British government was sensitive to it. 
The general assumption was that upper houses constituted on such a basis would not 
interfere with money bills, and would not interfere unduly with policies for which there was a 
clear electoral mandate. Indeed the situation was clearer than for elected upper houses 
where there was some semblance of authority conferred by an electorate.107 
 
That the governor should accept the advice of his first minister was seemingly clear. When 
Lord Chelmsford rejected the advice of Premier Kidston in 1907, and elections in February 
1908 returned the Kidston government, a series of constitutional amendments ensued that 
led to abolition of the upper house in 1922. Abolition was far from inevitable. However, if the 
upper house continued to deny the fundamental tenets of democratic government, it was also 
possible to swamp the upper house with a ‘suicide squad’ of membership prepared to vote for 
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its own abolition.108 Queensland has the only unicameral parliament of the Australian States. 
The upshot was that two houses of parliament considered the Surveyors Bill of 1908 and the 
Amendment Bills of 1911 and 1916 whereas the Legislative Assembly alone considered two 
Amendment Bills of 1974. 
 
3 THE BILL OF 1908 
3.1 Parliamentary debate on the Surveyors Bill of 1908 
Fresh elections in February 1908 returned the Kidston government with a workable majority 
and resolved the constitutional crisis. Accordingly, the Legislative Assembly debated and 
passed the Land Surveyors Bill, along with other legislation, on two occasions. After the 
elections, the Hon. J. T. Bell resumed the ministerial portfolio as Secretary for Public Lands. 
However, the debate was more chastened when he re-introduced the Surveyors Bill into the 
Assembly on 25 March 1908 when he moved: 
That the House will, at its next sitting, resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole to consider of the 
desirableness of introducing a Bill to provide for the registration of land surveyors; to control the 
practice of such surveyors; and for other purposes incidental thereto.109 
The first reading took place on 26 March;110 and the second, on 27 March 1908. The Minister 
mentioned the Bill was essentially the same as that passed in the lower house in November 
1907, and might have been on the statute books were it not for ‘the untoward termination to 
the parliamentary proceedings of 1907’. He reiterated that similar legislation existed in New 
Zealand, Western Australia, South Australia and Victoria, and was in preparation in New 
South Wales. In the Minister's words: 
It has the approval of the official world in the kingdom of surveyors. The Surveyor-General and his 
staff surveyors approve of it, and, in addition it is welcomed by the non-official body which 
represents the ordinary licensed surveyors in this State.111 
At the Committee stage on 30 March 1908, Mr. Paget mentioned that the first appointments 
of the Surveyors Board were due on 14 January 1908; a date since passed.112 The Minister 
noted this as an oversight, as the previous intention was that the legislation would take effect 
from 1 January 1908. It was now to come into force on 1 January 1909. Clause 6 allowed the 
Governor in Council to appoint some surveyor on the death, resignation or removal of any 
member. The Minister assured the house, in response to a question from Mr. Paget, that a 
nominee of the Institute of Surveyors would not occur without advice from the Institute.113 
 
Mr. Paget queried how the Surveyors Board would generate funds for payment of a secretary 
and examiners if surveyors were not required to pay registration fees. He compared the 
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situation to the Dental Board Act passed some years earlier where the Board relied on fees 
paid by dentists. The Minister admitted that the prospect of deriving sufficient revenue from 
future registrations of surveyors was not great. He felt that it was important to get the Board 
established and then assess to what extent the secretarial and other duties needed to be 
subsidised. However, Mr. Paget pressed the point that the Minister had made no case for 
treating surveyors differently from other professions.114 
 
That the Minister made no case for treating surveyors differently did not mean that there was 
no case. Surveyors had an entirely different relationship with government in its role as the 
State's major land developer. There is some evidence that many members of parliament were 
largely unaware of surveyor's grievances over contract rates. Seemingly, these grievances 
were generally in the form of direct approaches to the Minister. The Minister pointed out the 
Lands Department estimates contained a vote each year for the Surveyors Board: though 
without the more formal statutory status which the Bill would provide.115 Moreover, an alert 
observer might have noted that the Bill was to repeal a number of statutory provisions 
regarding the licensing of surveyors. 
 
A fair amount of attention was then devoted to Clause 16 of the Bill, which read: 
Every surveyor who makes an error in any authorised survey shall, at the request of the Surveyor-
General, the Registrar of Titles, or other authority, correct such error at his own expense; or shall be 
liable to pay the cost of such correction, if such error has been corrected by an inspecting surveyor, 
instructed by the Surveyor-General, Registrar of Titles, or other authority.116 
Mr. Mulcahey represented Gympie, an important gold mining district, and was apparently well 
versed in aspects of mining legislation. He moved by way of amendment for the addition of 
the following paragraph to the clause: 
Provided that in all cases where a mining lease has been issued in respect of a mining tenement 
and any error is subsequently discovered in connection with the survey of such tenement, the lessee 
shall be entitled to whole of the land as originally shown notwithstanding such error, unless by 
reason of such error an encroachment may have been caused upon any other mining tenement held 
under a mining lease, and in that case the lessee of the tenement shall be entitled to the portion of 
the land in question.117 
The Minister admitted there was wisdom in the proposal. The proposal obviously aimed at 
securing equity for the lessee of a mining tenement who made valuable improvements by way 
of shafts and other workings in good faith on the wrong land because of an erroneous survey. 
(The Property Law Act 1974 (Qld) provides comprehensive provisions to deal with 
improvements made under mistake in title.) During the debate on the Bill of 1907, Parliament 
carried Mulcahey's amendment, but the Minister was reluctant to accept it in the Bill of 1908. 
The Minister referred to Mining Act, which provided, at s.41: 
If after the issue of any mining lease it is found, on survey or by mutual consent of the parties 
interested, that the description of the lands therein contained does not describe with sufficient 
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accuracy the lands intended to be therein comprised, the Governor may, by proclamation, describe 
the land intended to be described in such a lease. 
And in every such case the land so described as last aforesaid shall be taken to be the land 
described in such lease and to have been leased thereby.118 
Mr. Mulcahey was clearly suspicious of an undue influence on the part of the Surveyor-
General. 
The Minister accepted the amendment last year, and the Surveyor-General was inclined not only to 
try and run the Lands Department, but the Mines Department also. Now, if he was going to act in the 
dual capacity of Surveyor-General and Under Secretary of Mines, he could understand the position, 
but he would ask mining members to consider what a serious matter it would be if the amendment 
were not accepted.119 
Mr. Murphy supported Mulcahey. He had no objection to the Board, but unless the 
amendment gained acceptance, it appeared that ‘the owners of mining areas would be 
punished for the mistakes of surveyors’.120 Mr. Ryland lent further support by suggesting that 
unless the amendment were accepted, there was some chance that the unamended clause, 
being later in time, may prevail over section 41 of the Mining Act. He could see no clash 
between the proposed amendment and the section 41.121 The Minister mentioned that he did 
not wish to antagonise mining members on the issue, and was prepared to accept the 
amendment. He denied that the Surveyor-General had influenced the omission of the 
amendment that had been accepted in 1907, and could not recall discussing the issue with 
him.122 The Bill was then reported as amended. It passed its third reading in the Legislative 
Assembly on 31 March 1908. 
 
The Bill was read for the first time in the Legislative Council on 31 March 1908.123 At its 
second reading on 2 April, it seems to have been under the charge of the Secretary for Public 
Instruction who was not well versed on the issues involved.124 When asked if surveyors 
approved of the Bill, he admitted he did not know. The Hon. G.W. Gray alleged that: 
in consequence of the scarcity of land surveyors, through the great settlement taking place, there is 
some new method going to be adopted of employing men who are not certified surveyors, under the 
direction of certified surveyors.125 
The Minister admitted that he was not well up on the details, but understood ‘that some 
surveyors have got schools of young fellows to go out and do work under their 
superintendence’.126 The Bill passed the Committee stage. The third reading took place on 7 
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April,127 and received its assent on 15 April 1908.128 
 
3.2 Reception of the Land Surveyors Act 1908 and the amendment of 1911 
On 27 September 1907, and before the passing of the Act of 1908, a strongly supported 
deputation approached the Minister for Lands requesting better consideration and treatment 
for surveyors engaged by his Department. The Minister instructed his officers to prepare a 
revised schedule of fees to provide substantial increases and promised to attend to other 
grievances.129 
 
The Institute had taken up the matter of fees with the Chief Surveyor early in 1905. However, 
due to the State's economically depressed circumstances, the Institute declined from pressing 
the issue at that time. The office of ‘Surveyor-General’ changed to ‘Chief Surveyor’ in 1902. It 
reverted to ‘Surveyor-General’ in 1907. In March 1907, the then Chief Surveyor produced an 
amended scale showing some slight increases, but in some instances there were actually 
decreases on the previous rates. Practitioners claimed that the cost of effecting surveys had 
increased substantially between 1905 and 1907. Competition for labour in sugar and other 
districts had increased wages by more than 50%, a customs tariff had increased the cost of 
provisions, tools and camp outfitting by some 25%; and the price of working horses had 
doubled.130 The results of a survey by the Institute of its members engaged on government 
contracts in 1906 gave average gross earnings of £717, expenses at £422, and net earnings 
of  £295. Average working hours were 12 hours per day for six days a week and 12 hours on 
Sundays. Some surveyors working under the worst conditions earned less than £200 per 
annum131 In the space of twelve years, only seventeen candidates qualified themselves by 
examination as licensed surveyors. Some surveyors from southern states had returned 
dissatisfied with the rates of pay, and other possible recruits declined the work.132 Some 
members mentioned that they felt unjustly treated when their claims were reduced without 
inspection or knowledge of the country being surveyed. They were subjected to treatment 
from which there was ‘no appeal except by process of law’.133 
 
The record suggests that the Minister frankly acknowledged the disabilities under which 
surveyors had worked for too long. The petition dated 27 September 1907 led to promulgation 
of a new scale of fees. However, the new scale gave no increase in prescribed daily rates and 
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there was no response regarding an appeal mechanism to resolve fee disputes. Surveyors 
tried the new scale for some months but it became clear that it did not meet their 
expectations. Consequently, they presented the Minister with a fresh petition dated 15 April 
1908.134 The 1908 Act received its assent on the same day. The fresh petition may have 
prompted the Minister who then said that he would look into the whole question of 
remuneration of contract surveyors. However, when some further months passed without any 
response, surveyors presented a new petition on 20 October 1908. The new petition 
reiterated previous claims and expressed new concerns regarding fair remuneration for the 
salaried officers of the Survey Office. The feeling was that their remuneration should 
‘compare favourably with the remuneration paid for similar services in other States of the 
Commonwealth of Australia, and in other Provinces of the Empire’.135 
 
An anecdote by Mr. A. E. Jones reveals the mood of one surveyor concerning an incident that 
happened about 1907. Jones had been a clerk in the accounts branch of the Lands 
Department in 1907. Later he became a partner in the firm of Yates and Jones, and was, for 
many years, secretary to the Queensland Institute of Surveyors. 
Surveyors are paid at the base rate of  £2 per mile for work done in open level country. In addition 
to this, they are paid extra percentages for work done in hilly or rugged country and for vegetation 
they have to work through, such as forest, scrub, lantana, prickly pear etc. About the beginning of 
this century a surveyor named Alfred Starcke was doing survey work in swampy country in the 
Central district. When sending his bill to the Survey Department he charged  £2 plus 50 percent. In 
his next bill he charged  £2 plus 100 percent. He got a stiff letter from the Surveyor-General pointing 
out that in a bill for the previous work he had charged an extra 50 percent and demanding an 
explanation why he now charged 100 percent. Starcke wrote back – ‘When the crocodiles are 3 feet 
long and the water is up to my knees I add 50 percent. But when the crocodiles are six feet long and 
the water is up to my arse I add 100 percent’. He received a snorting letter from the Surveyor-
General that he must use decent and courteous language in official correspondence. Starcke replied 
– ‘I presume you refer to my use of the word "arse". If you will look in Webster's dictionary you will 
find it means "the buttocks of a man".136 
Although surveyors were supposed to be working under contract, clearly they had no equality 
of status or power in contract bargaining. Surveyors were, for the most part, working for piece 
rates, and there was little question that the Surveyor-General dominated any negotiations 
between the Government and private surveyors. Thus, wherever there was continuous friction 
between the government and contract surveyors, the competence and character of the 
Surveyor-General became an important element in the equation. 
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In 1908, the President of the Institute was able to report to members the passing of the 
Surveyors Act 1908.137 Some expressed concern that any decline in the work available to 
Queensland surveyors would mean that they might need to find work in other States. 
Queensland surveyors were thus concerned that their qualifications find acceptance in other 
States since Queensland had accepted the qualifications of surveyors from other states.138  
 
3.3 Parliamentary debate on the Amendment Bill of 1911 
The background to the amendment of 1911 resided in a long-felt injustice on the question of 
fees. Surveyors may have felt the injustice more keenly following pioneering legislation in 
labour relations that had laid down the principle of a basic wage. 
 
On 11 October 1911, the Hon. E. H. Macartney moved: 
That leave be given to introduce a Bill to amend the Land Surveyors Act of 1908, by providing for the 
settlement of disputes between contract surveyors and any State department.139 
Mr.Lennon questioned the need for the legislation and suspected it ‘may be loaded something 
like the Electric Light and Power Bill’. He commented: 
I was not aware that surveyors were such a particularly troublesome class that they were not able to 
settle their disputes with the department or with anyone else. Generally speaking, they are a well-
informed class of men, and I hope they are a well remunerated class.140 
In an apparent reference to the representations made by the Institute of Surveyors over some 
years, the Minister then further explained that: 
The measure is one which has frequently been asked for by the associated surveyors of 
Queensland. There are certain matters in which differences frequently arise between the Surveyor-
General and the surveyors with regard to the scale of fees and allowances which are applicable to 
particular work. The Surveyor-General has endeavoured to do his duty fairly in the matter in the 
direction of conserving the revenue of the State, but his determination has not always given 
satisfaction to the surveyors.141 
In essence, the proposal was to replace the Surveyor-General temporarily, as ex-officio 
chairman of the Board, with a police magistrate to resolve disputes between the Surveyor-
General's office and surveyors over fees. One member asked why the question of fees was 
not resolved before work began.142 The Minister answered by pointing out that ‘a rule which 
might apply to the physical condition of one piece of country may not always fairly apply to 
another’. The Bill was then read for the first time.143 
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The Minister elaborated on the Bill's provisions during the second reading on 1 November 
1911. The Bill had been promised to surveyors during the previous session of parliament. It 
provided that appeals were to be in writing and lodged within ninety days of the decision 
appealed against, the decision was to be final and without further appeal, and the Board was 
to have the powers and authorities conferred upon a commission by the Official Inquiries 
Evidence Act 1910. Surveyors were to bear the costs of unsuccessful appeals, and there was 
no intention that any of the Bill's provisions were to be retrospective.144 Three issues emerged 
in the debate that followed: 
• The legislation seemed to be piecemeal. It might be preferable to have a more general 
tribunal allowing appeal against unfair treatment by anyone providing services to 
government.145 
• Deliberations could consider whether to allow an appeal only for disputes between 
surveyors and State Departments or to extend the appeal process for disputes between 
surveyors and private persons.146 
• It might be preferable to include other than departmental surveyors or members of the 
Board to avoid the appearance of partisanship in considering appeals.147 
 
Debate on the Bill entered the Committee stage on 2 November. Mr. Coyne sought an 
amendment to include disputes between surveyors and private persons. The Minister argued, 
mistakenly it would seem, that the Board had power under the 1908 Act to ‘adjust a surveyor’s 
charge against a private person for the survey of property under the Real Property Act’.148 Mr. 
Lennon asked whether the Bill could resolve disputes between surveyors and workers 
employed in survey camps over deductions from wages and expenditure on food. The 
Minister replied that he would bring the matter to the attention of the Surveyor-General but it 
was possible that such matters could become a complaint to the Board against the conduct of 
a surveyor. Mr. Coyne questioned the provision requiring a complaint to be made in writing 
within ninety days. He seemed to be concerned that the rights of the department to raise 
issues seemed to last indefinitely whereas the surveyor had a strict time limit. The Minister 
explained that the appeal was not against the Board, but against a decision of the department 
that disallowed any part of the surveyor’s payment claim.149 This answer seems unsatisfactory 
as it fails to appreciate the extent to which the Act became a mechanism for enforcing 
contracts between the Lands Department and contract surveyors, or the extent to which the 
Board’s decision was final. 
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The Bill passed its third reading in the Lower House on 3 November.150 Its introduction by the 
Attorney General and its first reading in the upper house took place on 7 November.151 An 
adjournment of the second reading on 8 November occurred when the Hon. G.W. Gray 
wished to speak on the matter but was called away suddenly.152 When the debate resumed 
on 21 November, Gray's sole concern was whether the Institute of Surveyors was aware that 
the Bill was before parliament. He mentioned that it often happens that at the end of a 
parliamentary session, little bills were rushed through without those affected by them being 
given a chance to comment. The Attorney General argued that the Assembly passed the Bill 
on 3 November. If people do not read the newspapers, the government could not help it.153 
 
The Hon. B. Fahey thought that a surveyor would be ‘mulct in costs’ in a case decided against 
him. In contrast, it seemed unfair that there was no provision to award costs to a surveyor in 
the case of a decision in his favour. The Attorney General replied that ‘The Crown does not 
pay costs as a rule - only as a matter of grace’, and added that surveyors were represented 
on the Board.154 However, this representation was in the minority and could be easily over-
ruled.  Bill then passed with hardly any comment through second reading, committee, and 
third reading stages, returned to the Legislative Assembly, and passed into law on 30 
November 1911.155  
 
3.4 Inquiry into allegations of misconduct: 1913-1914 
Contract surveyors often found that the itinerant and geographically dispersed nature of their 
work made it convenient to subcontract drafting of their plans and preparation of their 
payment vouchers. The practices and procedures were peculiar to the Survey Office and that 
Office employed most of the suitably qualified persons capable of undertaking this work. It 
was deemed improper for these persons to have business relations with surveyors whose 
plans or payment vouchers they might be asked to check. Even more undesirable was their 
competing with persons offering such services in private practice. It also contravened the 
Public Service Act, but persisted for a time before seeds of corruption became evident. The 
Surveyor-General advised in 1906 that the moonlighting should stop, and again by circular 
letter dated 8 February 1908 to contract surveyors, and in separate communication to 
departmental staff.156 
 
Mr. McKinnon, a former employee of the Survey Office, complained that he was in unfair 
competition with Mr. Thomas, an officer in the Compiling Branch of that Office. Thomas 
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resented his being singled out. He alleged not only the involvement of other officers but also 
the falsification of surveyor’s payment vouchers.157 After an extensive check on field books 
and vouchers, it was alleged that Surveyors A. H. Burbanck and J. A. Gorringe received 
overpayments of £270 12s. 10d. and £5 9s. 6d. respectively.158 On being summonsed to 
Brisbane, Burbanck acknowledged unhesitatingly that alterations and additions had been 
made to his field books. However, no further action was taken against him at the time 
because the whereabouts of the draftsman who might have shed light on the matter were 
unknown.159 The Surveyor-General charged Gorringe with lodging a field book with an untrue 
description of the country surveyed. The suggestion was that he had received more than his 
due, and this formed part of an allegation that he had defrauded the Lands Department. The 
Board entirely absolved Gorringe of any fraud or complicity with fraud, but found he had failed 
to exercise sufficient care in ensuring his field notes, plan and voucher were an accurate 
record of his survey. The Board suspended his license for fourteen days commencing 20 
August 1913.160 
 
Mr. Pace, counsel for Gorringe, gave notice of an appeal against the decision of the Board. 
The Act gave a right of appeal but did not specify the mode of instituting the appeal.161 The 
appellant sought direction and on 31 October, the Chief Justice directed that it should 
proceed by notice of appeal to the Full Court on 2 December 1913.162 In the meantime, Mr. 
Pace contacted the Crown Solicitor with an offer of settlement in view of the costs to the 
parties. He sought a change in the finding of improper conduct with a fourteen-day 
suspension to one of negligence, with an accompanying caution. The Board refused the offer 
of settlement. The case came on before the Full Court on 4 December, but it was 
withdrawn.163 The period of suspension from 20 August to 4 September had passed, but the 
Board proceeded on 5 December to notify Gorringe's suspension; and on 6 December, of his 
reinstatement in two separate notices in the Government Gazette.164 The Act required these 
notices of suspension and reinstatement.165 Equally awe-inspiring as pedantic humbug was 
the revelation that copies of the notices were sent to Gorringe, three offices of the Registrar of 
Titles in Queensland, the Secretary to the Railway Commissioner, the Hydraulic engineer, the 
Secretary of the Surveyor's Institute and the secretaries of all the reciprocating boards in 
Australia and New Zealand.166 
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In retrospect, the standards of justice seem unimpressive and the parliamentary concerns 
often expressed over the powers of the Surveyors Board were more than justified. The 
Surveyor-General as the client was also the complainant, investigator and prosecutor. He was 
mostly well represented on the Surveyors Board sitting as a disciplinary tribunal of four 
surveyors by two of his own officers. These officers were no doubt impressed with the 
investigatory acumen of their own department. It is interesting to speculate on what their 
working relationships might have been like if they had brought in a verdict that displeased the 
Surveyor-General who happened to be their senior officer. Gorringe was charged and 
exonerated absolutely on the charge of fraud.167 He would obviously be ‘mulct of costs’ if he 
attempted to defend himself; precisely as predicted by the Hon. B. Fahey in the Legislative 
Council debates on the 1911 Amendment Bill.168 
 
Investigations moved into a new phase when the Governor in Council, acting on advice from 
the Public Service Board, appointed Mr. Thomas Mowbray, police magistrate in Brisbane, 
under provisions of the Official Inquiries Evidence Act 1910 to inquire and report: 
(1) Whether any, and if so which, officers employed in the Office of the Surveyor-General have 
done paid work for private persons, or have in any manner entered into competition with 
private persons who are engaged in professional or other employment. 
(2) The method of preparing and checking surveyor's plans, field notes and vouchers. 
(3) The nature of any irregularities which have occurred in connection with such preparation and 
checking, and the persons blameable for such irregularities. 
(4) The means to be adopted for guarding against the recurrence of such irregularities.169 
The Inquiry examined some 68 witnesses over 18 sitting days in January 1914 to produce 
1361 pages of depositions and 29 exhibits. In relation to the first heading, the Commissioner 
found that private work was both permitted and indulged in by departmental officers,170 even 
after official memoranda in 1906 and 1908 advised that the practice should stop,171 and some 
had profited considerably. The Surveyor-General testified that no specific instance that he 
could act on came to his attention prior to March 1913; that is, the case of McKinnon and 
Thomas which had implicated Gorringe. It was pointed out, however, that surveyors were 
generally unable or unwilling to perform drafting work.172 
Having regard to these facts, I am of the opinion that no very adverse comment can be made 
relative to the performance of the ordinary private work by officers of the Survey Office during a 
period when they were not entering into competition with the outside public, and at a time when, as 
several witnesses affirm, the practice was tacitly allowed, and, to use an expressive phrase adopted 
by some officials, winked at by the Department.173 
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The Commissioner found that after 1906 an organised system sprang up involving some six 
or seven officers. He found that their private arrangements were systematic and pernicious, 
that it was most likely that they had examined in an official capacity the plans and vouchers 
that they had prepared in a private capacity for private surveyors. A redeeming feature was 
the absence of any evidence that officers did private work in their office time. Some officers 
had received money from private persons to expedite the transmission and despatch of work 
through the Department. He recommended that if such expedition was necessary to meet the 
wishes of the public, the money should be paid to the Department to defray overtime.174 
 
The magistrate examined the forms of certification which surveyors made to field-notes, plans 
and vouchers used as claims for payment. He readily saw the principal role of the field notes 
as evidence of the survey. 
In actual practice, I understand it has been usual for surveyors to lodge in the Survey Office not the 
original field books but copies of the same; this practice, as explained by witnesses, is due to the 
fact that the former often become unpresentable by reason of their rough usage in the field and 
consequent illegibility. This can be readily understood, and the climatic and other conditions under 
which survey work is and has been carried out in Queensland need no reiteration here.175 
The major element of the Inquiry was the investigation into irregularities under its third term of 
reference. It highlighted the somewhat disturbing fact that documents which are supposed to 
have particular evidentiary value through being recorded publicly could in fact be 
systematically corrupted if public servants with access to the documents had a reason to 
tamper with them. 
The evidence brought to light in this Inquiry the further serious fact that some fifty field books of 
various contract surveys carried out by Mr. Authorised Surveyor Burbanck are suspected of having 
been tampered with. These books are detailed in Exhibit 27, but, until an inspection and comparison 
with the original notes have been made by the surveyor and a representative of the Survey Office, 
no conclusion can be arrived at. As this scrutiny was likely to occupy some considerable length of 
time, I decided to close the Inquiry without waiting its result.176   
Whatever problems there may have been between the Lands Department and contract 
surveyors, they were probably no worse than the poor inter-personal relationships it created 
within the Department. Mowbray reported: 
It could be gathered in listening to the evidence that the relationship existing between several 
members of the staff more closely associated with the Computing Office was at times somewhat 
strained, and not what it should have been in the interests of the Public Service. Disloyalty was 
rampant, and possibly this strained relationship engendered a feeling of illwill in certain directions. 
One has not far to go to find an explanation for this state of affairs. In the first place, the flagrant 
breach of the Regulations enabled a coterie of officials to derive a substantial pecuniary benefit and 
addition to their salaries, thus securing advantages which were denied to those servants who 
conformed to the ruling against private work. 
Further, it is on record that some officers, notably Mr. G.A. Still, resented the reductions made by 
Mr. H.A. Major as a result of his examination and checking of voucher claims. Why such an 
objection could have arisen in regard to the performance by an officer (acting, it is assumed, in good 
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faith) of his official duty, and where the right of complaint was within the power of surveyors, is 
difficult to explain, unless it is that officers objecting were unduly interested in the correctness and 
pecuniary results of their work as surveyors, draftsmen, &c. 
… 
I am of the decided opinion that there has been no collusion or misconduct on the part of the 
authorised surveyors, and that being so, it is necessary to find the motive for the falsification 
elsewhere. Assuming they were the work of the person who prepared the plan and voucher, such 
person would benefit to the extent of 4 per cent. to 6 per cent. of the actual fraud, as it is shown that 
this percentage was what was usually paid to the draftsmen for work of this nature. For example: 
With regard to the amount of £270 12s. 10d. representing the overpayment to Mr. Burbanck, on the 
6 per cent. basis the draftsman would have benefited by the additional payment of £16 5s.177 
The Surveyors Regulations required Surveyors to certify that the services charged for in a 
voucher were ‘faithfully and truly performed in strict accordance with the regulations and 
practices of the Department’. In effect, a voucher was an itemised account for a particular 
survey. One estimate was that about 70% of contract surveyors did not personally prepare 
their own vouchers, and relied on others to do this work. Some surveyors received the 
voucher back to check and sign them. Others signed their vouchers in blank and never saw 
them again.178 
 
Obviously, a more strict observance of the Regulations may have prevented some instances 
of falsification. However, the payment procedures imposed special difficulties on those 
working in remote areas. They were time-consuming. Many surveyors were not readily 
contactable and were physically remote from Brisbane, their agents and regular mail services. 
The net effect of a strict compliance with the regulations was to delay unduly their receipt of 
payment for work already done. 
 
The Commissioner noted, under his fourth term of reference, that: 
It is apparent, even to a layman, that the preparation of a voucher in accordance with the existing 
schedule of fees is both a tedious and most complicated task; howbeit, the scale is probably as fair 
and equitable from the surveyor's point of view as any that could be devised.179 
He made some recommendations relating to registration of draftsmen, which no one followed. 
He also recommended that the Survey Office should check all slope corrections as applied to 
hypotenusal lengths as measured in the field. This was to check surveyor's claims for added 
payments due to steepness of the land actually encountered on surveys. His 
recommendations presumed a continuance of the prevailing payment methods,180 but his 
recommendations also implied escalation in the costs of checking surveyors' claims for 
payment. 
 
A committee comprising the Acting Minister for Public Lands, the Assistant Under Secretary 
for Public Lands, the Crown Solicitor, and the Public Service Board considered the Mowbray 
Report on 24 February 1914. The Committee recommended the laying of charges for various 
                                            
 
177 ibid., p.39 
178 ibid., pp.38-9 
179 ibid. p.40 
180 ibid., p.40 
Debate on statutory control of the surveying profession in Queensland: 1907 – 1975 Page 31 
 
 
 
breaches of the Public Service Act. The Public Service Board reported to the Governor in 
Council on 19 March. The report recommended that the salaries of five officers should be 
reduced by sums of from £20 to £30 per annum for periods varying from around 3 to 15 
months. Mr. G. A. Still, who was already suspended, had his suspension lifted and his salary 
reduced by £20 per annum for 15 months. He was also charged and acquitted of having 
falsified certain entries in the field books of surveyors Gorringe and Burbanck.181 
 
The unasked and unanswered question was whether the Lands Department had managed to 
defraud itself because of its own attitude towards surveyors. Clearly contract surveyors did 
not benefit from the irksome arrangements, but nor did the Department. The cost of the 
Mowbray Report amounted to £683 18s. 1d. at 30 June 1914. It did not include the cost of 
internal investigations by the Department, nor the costs awarded to Mr. Still concerning one of 
the charges against him.182 Nor did it include the costs of all of the witnesses who appeared 
at the Inquiry. It seems that in deriving the contract price, a contract surveyor spent something 
like 5% of the contract value. Checking of accounts within the Survey Office probably involved 
further costs of the same order. Apart from this grossly excessive accounting cost, there were 
further costs in office checks on technical aspects of the work. Nor was there any accounting 
for the loss of productivity through poor inter-personal relationships engendered by the Lands 
Department administration. 
 
A pattern of wasteful procedures within the Survey Office prevailed for many decades. This 
was coupled with niggardliness towards contract surveyors. Surveyors who had cause for 
complaint feared reprisals. Indeed, it is arguable that the prospects for cadastral reform are 
remote unless operating surveyors have incentives to perform whatever they might be called 
upon to do.183 Surveyor-General McDowell, in his 1901 report and on the eve of his 
retirement, gives an indication of some of the government's attitudes towards contract 
surveyors, given the effects of a serious drought. 
3. The cost of surveys to the State has not been increased to any extent, but the unfortunate 
surveyors have scarcely been able to pay expenses, leaving little to recoup them from the 
deprivations, hardships and loss of strength they have had to endure. 
4. At the present time of writing (June, 1902) it is almost impossible to carry out surveys at more 
than a very short distance from railway communications. All horsefeed must be purchased, and 
carried to camp at great cost.184 
McDowell highlighted one expenditure item; namely the cost of observations for true meridian. 
Formerly no payment was allowed for this work, although surveyors were expected to take the 
observations; but the observations were rarely taken. Since 1892 the work has been paid for, and 
the amounts paid during the last seven years are as follows:- 1895, £212 13s.; 1896, £186 5s.; 
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1897, £253 7s. 6d.; 1898, £253 0s. 6d.; 1899, £334 7s.; 1900, £387 4s.; and 1901, £409 7s.185 
He saw this as ‘money well spent’. 
apart from the value of this work for compilation and other purposes, it is a splendid check upon the 
accuracy of a surveyor’s work, and saves much expense in examining surveys on the ground.186 
These trifling expenditures on important work need to be seen in the context of the 1901 
accounts which showed that, out of a total Survey Office expenditure of £66,271 13s., some 
£35,506 8s. 4d. were paid to licensed surveyors.187 
 
Some of the criticism levelled at ordinary surveyors needs redirection towards their forms of 
regulation to explain why better cadastral systems failed to evolve. Ostensibly, the Land 
Surveyors Act 1908 dealt with the registration and discipline of surveyors. However, the Act 
with its power to make by-laws, became an instrument for establishing odious contractual 
arrangements with surveyors who performed government work. The controls were not only 
legal but also economic in character. The Lands Department exercised the market power of a 
monopsonist or oligopsonist. This situation occurs where a single or only a few buyers are 
able to dominate a market. Nowadays, a private firm exercising such dominance might attract 
attention under trade practice legislation. Surveying regulations were in many respects a 
corrupting influence because they directed rewards to those that created little by way of value 
and failed to reward those who did. The consequences of poor institutional arrangements 
were to inhibit recruitment to the profession over an extended period and the development of 
a more broadly based profession dealing in matters related to land. 
 
3.5 The Amendment Bill of 1916 
The Land Surveyors Act Amendment Bill of 1916 was introduced on 8 November 1916 by 
Hon. J. M. Hunter, Secretary for Public Lands in the first Ryan ministry which assumed office 
in 1915.188 He told the parliament that the Bill had three objectives. The first was to alter the 
definition of ‘authorised survey’ to include identification surveys. The second was to allow 
appointment of a deputy where a board member was absent, ill or suspended. The third was 
to give the Board power, in any case where a surveyor was suspended and fined, to continue 
the suspension until such time as the fine was paid.189 
 
The Hon. J. Tolmie, Secretary for Public Lands in the previous ministry, complained that there 
was insufficient information on the Bill. Two of the reasons seemed to have little justification 
and the third gave cause for concern. 
Where close corporations are formed, such as the Dental Board, the Surveyors’ Board, and boards 
dealing with various professions, tyranny very frequently creeps in. Once the corporation is formed, 
it becomes a very close one, and its members very often exercise tyrannical powers. This is just a 
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stepping-stone for the tyrannical abuse of power, and naturally we will watch the Bill with a 
considerable amount of interest to see that the members of the profession generally are 
protected.190  
Next day, the Minister elaborated on the third reason he had given for introducing the Bill. It 
was to see that ‘the men who undertook important surveys were not going to involve the State 
later on in expensive alterations’. The Bill then passed its first reading.191 
 
In moving the second reading on 14 November, the Minister explained that the Board was 
unable to deal with cases where surveys had been made to identify property boundaries by 
persons who were not authorised surveyors - despite complaints and investigations that 
showed some of these surveys were grossly inaccurate. Unauthorised persons had not 
proved their competency and were not subject to Surveyors Board regulations. Their advice 
was likely to lead landowners into fruitless litigation. 
Surveys of the character mentioned are among the most responsible and critical duties that 
surveyors are called on to perform requiring skill, experience in survey practice, and a 
comprehensive knowledge of the land, real property and local authority laws of the State.192 
The Minister mentioned problems of getting a quorum when members were ill or 
professionally engaged in remote areas of the State. He also argued that the Act as it stood 
only allowed the Board to caution or suspend surveyors. If the Board had a power to impose a 
fine it would have greater flexibility in finding an apt penalty for an offence. He cited an 
example where costs of correction would amount to £2,000 and come out of the funds of one 
town council.193 
 
The Hon. J. Tolmie seemed to find the Minister's explanation unconvincing. 
On more than one occasion I have had occasion to direct attention to the fact that measures contain 
clauses which, seemingly innocuous, contain principles which are detrimental to the public interest. 
… 
Some years ago it was proposed to make a standard survey correcting all the errors of the past. I 
am under the impression that a great portion of Brisbane was resurveyed. I know that action was 
taken in that direction in Toowoomba, but it was found that some of the State public buildings would 
be right in the middle of the new street if the surveys were corrected, and the survey was 
discontinued.194 
It would be unsafe to rely too much on a layperson’s impressions of these technical matters 
without further investigation. Perhaps people went into occupation on a mistaken idea of the 
location of original boundaries and there was little wrong with the original surveys. There may 
well have been difficulties with incompetent reinstatement surveys that led to situations of 
multiple encroachments in a jurisdiction that allowed title by possession only in strictly limited 
circumstances. 
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Mr. Corser was concerned with the restriction the amendment would have on competent 
persons who were not ‘authorised’ surveyors. 
There is no proof that there are not competent surveyors to-days [sic] who are not authorised. 
Certainly, amongst the defaulters there are some who are not authorised, and they cause trouble, 
but no provision is made to enable the private owner of land, who may want to have some work 
done for himself, getting the advantage of lower paid men.  …  Henceforth, a man, to be a surveyor, 
must be an authorised surveyor.195 
He was concerned that term ‘surveyor’ would mean nothing to the Lands Department unless 
prefixed by ‘authorised’.196 Mr. Macartney thought that although the Bill sought to improve the 
situation with respect to survey work, it probably went too far.  
It seems very harsh, so far as a licensed surveyor is concerned, to place him in the hands of a 
supernumerary board which may impose conditions which might not be enforced against him in a 
court of law. He might be ordered to pay damages, and he might consider he has a good defence 
and feel inclined to exercise his rights. Under this Bill he is left in the hands of the board, who may 
make any order against him, and, perhaps, for reasons outside the merit of the situation, the 
surveyor may be compelled to obey the order of the board.197 
When the Bill was read for the second time, the Minister moved immediately ‘that the house 
resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole to consider the Bill in detail’. Opposition members 
protested they had not had sufficient time to consider the Bill. The motion was put to the vote, 
and passed, and proceedings moved into Committee - despite Opposition protests.198 
 
The Hon. J. Tolmie argued that certain persons had passed examinations in surveying and 
had carried out survey work in the past. 
These persons had been engaged as engineers by shire councils because of their special 
knowledge of surveying, and they were able to carry out certain surveys that the local authorities 
considered necessary, such as the deviation of roads, and those surveys had been accepted by the 
Titles Office in the amending deeds, but it now appeared that in other quarters there had been 
objection to such surveys.199 
Mr. Corser commented that ‘surveyor’ would have no meaning to the Lands Department if the 
Bill were passed. Mr. Vowles argued that it had been the practice in the past for the 
departments to accept the subdivision of rectangular blocks by private individuals without 
complaint. The provision would cause delay and expense in waiting for an authorised 
surveyor to come along. 
In subdividing a rectangular block it only meant dividing a straight line by half, and, as all the 
particulars were on the deeds, no harm could result.200 
It is doubtful that either Tolmie or Vowles were correct in asserting that deeds had been 
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amended through surveys performed by persons other than licensed surveyors. The Minister 
pointed out that there was no control mechanism for discipline in such circumstances if an 
incorrect survey required costly correction. This kind of thing had led to ‘a lot of litigation and a 
lot of inconvenience’. 
A man might get an incompetent surveyor, and afterwards sell the land, and later on the purchaser 
might put up his house and fence and then discover they were on the wrong ground. The public 
were being deceived and fleeced by these incompetent persons.201 
The Bill proposed a maximum fine of £100. Mr. Macartney suggested this should be amended 
to £20 and saw it as ‘unwise and unfair to give the Board such extraordinary and arbitrary 
power’. He saw it as fair for a surveyor to pay the costs to correct his own mistakes, ‘but the 
word "costs" in ordinary vernacular was something like legal costs.’ He denied any suggestion 
that the Board should intervene in assessments of compensation, which he saw as a matter 
for the courts. 
In this case it was proposed to take the case away from the courts and hand it over to the board for 
purely arbitrary decision, which, perhaps, for politic reasons, a surveyor who was dependent on the 
board for his licence might not feel at liberty to question.202 
The Minister intimated that he did not intend to accept the amendment. He pointed out that 
£100 was a maximum amount, and a suspension could be more costly to a surveyor than a 
fine. Comparisons were made with the legal profession where a court could ‘remove a 
member of the profession for life if he were guilty of misconduct or incapacity’. Mr. Vowles 
argued that a surveyor might make a mistake out of carelessness rather than wilfulness, and 
in such a case the board could do just as it saw fit. How could a surveyor pay a fine if he also 
lost his capacity to work through suspension?203 Mr. Corser added: 
Even staff surveyors were guilty of mistakes, but a staff surveyor was not going to be asked to bear 
the cost of rectifying any errors. A staff surveyor could map out hundreds of thousands of acres into 
small areas, and if there was any error the Crown would have to pay for a revision of that survey; but 
if an authorised surveyor, who was only allowed to practise at the will and discretion of the board, 
made a mistake quite unintentionally, he was probably going to be wiped out as a surveyor. In 
addition to paying the cost of resurvey, he would rightly be called upon to pay damages to adjoining 
holders who had erected their fences on the description given.204 
The Minister responded to this claim by saying: 
Staff surveyors were employed by the Crown, and the Crown would pay for their mistakes. If a staff 
surveyor committed blunders he would suffer for his mistakes by getting put out of the service. He 
would not be allowed to remain making improper surveys that were an injury to the public 
generally.205 
Some members apparently remained unconvinced over the wisdom of the Bill. Mr. Gunn 
commented: 
His experience was that surveyors were a highly-educated class of people, and they had to serve a 
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number of years apprenticeship before they could become authorised surveyors. The conditions 
prevailing in Queensland in the past had not been very enticing to surveyors. He knew many men 
who had become qualified in Queensland, but had gone to other parts of the world, and he did not 
think that the imposition of further heavy penalties would induce young men to join the survey 
profession. The Bill would make the conditions more irksome, and they would have more difficulty in 
getting surveyors.206 
Mr. Petrie added that ‘Surveyors in the past had not had too rosy a time, and it was only 
within the last year or two that they have been put on a decent footing’.207 Mr. Macartney 
insisted that the concern to reduce the proposed penalty ‘was not moved for any obstructive 
purpose, but merely to get a fair thing for a deserving class, such as the surveyors of this 
State were’.208 The Minister tried to correct what he saw as misrepresentations. He indicated 
that the Board would have a power to impose a fine not exceeding £100, order a surveyor to 
pay the cost of correcting his work, order payment of such a sum as the Board saw necessary 
to compensate his client, and order the surveyor to pay a specific sum by way of costs in the 
case. He did not suppose that all of these things would be applied in all instances, and the 
Board would be as lenient as the circumstances allowed.209 Mr. McCartney’s motion to 
remove reference to the amount of £100 was put and negatived. The Bill was reported without 
amendment.210 It was read for the third time in the Lower House on 15 November and 
received the same day into the Legislative Council in the charge of the Hon. W. Hamilton, 
Secretary for Mines.211 
 
The Hon. A. G. C. Hawthorn raised most of the objections that the Bill met in the Legislative 
Council during the second reading on 21 November 1916. His concerns were with the amount 
of the fine set at £100, and the right of the Board to assess compensation to a person who felt 
aggrieved, especially as many of these issues seemed to be beyond appeal.212 The more 
general attitude was that the Board should have the option to impose a fine, and it was 
reasonable to assume that board members would act fairly until the contrary became 
demonstrably true. In the committee stage, Hawthorn moved for a reduction of the maximum 
amount of the fine from £100 to £50. ‘He would have liked to have seen it £20, but the 
Minister was prepared to meet him as far as £50.’213 Both the Upper and Lower Houses 
accepted the Bill with the amendment and it received assent on 5 December 1916.214 
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3.6 Background to the amendments of 1974 
The Queensland Parliament passed two separate amendments to the Land Surveyors Act in 
1974. A Queensland Surveyors Bulletin article appeared some four months after the passing 
of the first of the 1974 amendments.215 A long established practice of the Surveyors Board 
was to conduct examinations for persons wishing to qualify as surveyors. The Board was also 
able to accept qualifications from ‘any university established within the Commonwealth or by 
any public educational institution now or hereafter to be established in Queensland’.216 This 
left some doubt over whether examinations ought to have applied to persons with overseas 
qualifications. The Board generally interpreted this requirement liberally, perhaps more 
liberally than the wording of the Act allowed. The effect of the amendment was to validate 
previous decisions of the Board, remove doubt over the registration of some surveyors and 
bring Queensland’s legislation more clearly in line with the principles of reciprocity with other 
States. 
 
Discussions within the profession and educational establishments concerning the education 
of surveyors seem to have influenced the parliamentary debate. Discussions revolved around 
the end of an indentured system, the prospects of a surveying course at the Queensland 
Institute of Technology (QIT), and the requirements for matriculation in university surveying 
courses. These issues were set against a prevailing orthodoxy that there was a ‘chronic 
shortage of surveyors’. Thus, the Labor Opposition was asking questions on notice in the 
parliament in 1972 and 1973 on entrance requirements and the proposed QIT course.217 By 
1975, it was time to ask questions about unemployment among surveyors. 
 
3.7 Parliamentary debates on the amendments of 1974 
On 14 March 1974, the Hon. W. A. Rae, Minister for Lands and Forestry, introduced a Bill 
which was intended to overcome doubt about the Surveyors Board’s authority to accept 
certain examination certificates in lieu of its own examinations.218 Mr. O’Donnell, apparently 
responding for the Labor Opposition, agreed with principles of reciprocity and uniformity 
between States on recognition of qualifications. He suggested that recognition could possibly 
extend to overseas qualifications. He then claimed, and it was later challenged, that the 
Government’s land policy had given a great impetus to the work of surveyors because 
freehold land required more surveying than was involved under ‘Labor’s leasehold system’. 
He was on safer ground in referring to the absence of fences and the gradual loss of 
knowledge which ordinary people have in respect to the locations of their land boundaries. He 
claimed to have fallen out with the ‘powers that be in the surveying world’ for querying a 
surveyor’s fee, which was claimed to amount to $140 for 22 days work in Blackall and include 
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a 20% western allowance. He conceded, however, that surveying work with proper standards 
was important and perhaps surveyors should not be blamed for fees that appeared to be high 
to members of the public.219 
 
Mr. Lickiss rose to support the motion and paid tribute to the surveying profession in 
Queensland. He mentioned that some leading surveyors overseas had received training in 
Queensland and stressed the importance of reciprocal recognition of qualifications. He spoke 
with some experience having just relinquished office as president of the Institute of Valuers. 
He challenged Mr. O’Donnell’s assertion that there was significant difference between 
accuracy standards for freehold and leasehold surveys and alluded to geodetic, topographical 
and engineering surveying as also comprising part of the surveying profession. He referred to 
his personal experience in the Northern Territory and claimed that knowledge of geodetic and 
cadastral surveying was required to mark pastoral boundaries that were ‘virtually portions of 
parallels of latitude and meridians of longitude’.220 Mr. Rae also recorded his personal 
appreciation of the work performed by surveyors following the recent catastrophe; an 
apparent reference to voluntary work performed by surveyors to record heights of the 
Brisbane flood of January 1974. The Bill was then read for the first time.221 
 
The second reading took place on 29 March 1974. After some introductory remarks by the 
Minister, Mr. Bousen lent the Opposition’s support to the Bill. He saw the Bill as important 
having regard to the ‘present shortage of surveyors in Queensland’. He continued: 
I should say that the Bill fills a long felt need in this State. I have often wondered why over the years 
the States have had different standards for surveyors; there has never been any reciprocity between 
them. Personally, I can see no difference between a surveyor in this State and surveyors elsewhere 
in the Commonwealth, or, for that matter, overseas. Basically their work is the same. No doubt the 
terrain varies in different parts of the world, but the professional work, training and educational 
qualifications of surveyors every where are very much the same.222 
He reiterated that ‘There has been a shortage of surveyors in Queensland for a long time. 
The need for reciprocity is very great.’ The Minister thanked Mr. Bousen for ‘his considered 
views’. Parliament reported the Bill without amendment, and it eventually passed into law.223 
Mr. Bousen clearly misunderstood the long-standing reciprocity that already prevailed. 
However, he echoed a popular and often misguided view over recognition of qualifications, 
which persists to the present day. 
 
The Hon. W. A. Rae introduced a second Bill on 27 August 1974. He explained that the Act 
required appointment of Board members by the 14 January in each year. However, such 
appointment was not possible unless nominations by the Queensland Institute of Surveyors 
were received well in advance of the 7 January to allow their referral to Governor in Council. 
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The concern was whether any irregularity in the Board's appointments would invalidate any of 
its decisions. The purpose of the Bill was to insert a validating clause.224 
 
Mr. Bousen sought to introduce a question on why there seemed to be a delay in surrender of 
large leases and the allocation of portions to new selectors. In answer to a challenge on the 
relevance to the Bill, Bousen argued unsuccessfully that delays in such dealings might be 
attributable to a shortage of surveyors. He mentioned a committee of inquiry established 
some time previously to investigate and take evidence on surveying in general, and asked the 
Minister whether any findings were available. The Minister advised that the delays to which 
Mr. Boused had referred were a consequence of an abnormal wet season, but did not 
respond regarding the committee of inquiry.225 This was apparently a reference to the 
Bredhauer inquiry. 
 
In speaking to his motion that ‘the Bill be read a second time’ on 12 September 1974, the 
Minister gave his account of what he saw as the basic purpose of the Surveyors Board. It was 
‘a statutory body established to ensure that the public interest is protected in the matter of 
demarcation of boundaries of land’. He reviewed the Board’s functions in matters of 
registration and discipline. The Opposition saw the Bill as a machinery measure and it passed 
the committee stage without comment or amendment.226 It received assent on 27 September 
1974. 
 
4 RECRUITMENT AND THE SURVEYING PROFESSION 
Mr. Bousen's suggestion in speeches in March and August 1974 that there was a shortage of 
surveyors was a view often expressed in the parliament and the profession. By way of 
contrast, a report of mid-November 1974 stated: 
During recent months all surveyors have been troubled by problems arising from excessive inflation 
and shortage of funds, and surveyors in private practice are amongst the most seriously affected 
groups in the community. Retrenchments from these firms are about 40% of mid-1974 staff levels. 
Divisional Committee and the Association of Consulting Surveyors are bringing this disturbing 
situation to the attention of as many Government authorities as possible. 
There are some signs emerging at this time (mid-November) that the flow of funds may improve 
sufficiently to bring relief to surveyors, but for many the customarily tranquil hopes for the new year 
will be sadly missing. There remains, however, the knowledge that as soon as sane control returns 
to community financing, surveyors will again and speedily be called to provide an essential and basic 
service for State development in all its forms.227 
 
In the Queensland Parliament on 4 September 1975, Mr. Powell addressed a question to the 
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Hon. W.D. Lickiss, as minister responsible for surveys. Powell asked whether the Minister 
was aware of the very depressed state of the surveying profession, and whether there were 
prospects of employing private surveyors on government work. Mr. Lickiss found it convenient 
to blame the crisis in surveying and other professions as ‘directly attributable to the peculiar 
fiscal policies’ of the then Whitlam Government. He said it was his intention to investigate 
whether the private sector could become involved in aspects of survey co-ordination and 
mapping control; work not normally performed by the private sector.228  
 
Throughout much of Queensland's history there had been a shortage of surveyors to perform 
important developmental works within the State. The market response to a shortage would 
have been to improve the pay and conditions of surveyors to induce an increase in persons 
wishing to enter the profession. The Government’s response was simply to demand more of 
those persons who had already made the commitment to be surveyors. Moreover, it seems to 
have been convenient for Surveyors-General to attribute delays in government work to a 
shortage of surveyors, regardless of the real causes. Private sector employers incurred no 
real personal costs in urging an increased supply of surveying graduates as employees. 
However, some would complain about an oversupply if it brought an increase in competition 
as graduates considered the option of self-employment. 
 
The low rates of contract payments for government work with a concurrent demand for high 
technical standards practically ensured that the profession would come to rely on the sweated 
labour of indentured pupils. But the sweating of labour led in turn to lowered levels of 
recruitment, lowered expectations of matriculation requirements in the minds of students, and 
a lowered perception of professional status in so far as the Institution of Surveyors was 
concerned. These attitudes contained inherent contradictions. On one hand, argument held 
that the work was important. On the other hand, argument denied increased remuneration as 
a market response that might meet the alleged shortage of supply. 
 
Any organisation that is driven relentlessly for short-term gains will find it difficult to devote 
resources to consider its own future. The chances are that its structure will become rigid and 
resistant to change.229 There is thus a trade off between short-run technical efficiency and 
longer run adaptive efficiency. However, things may change if the organisation comes under a 
particular scrutiny. When people who observe a social system are part of that system, the 
process becomes a matter of self-observation in some degree. They cannot observe it without 
also changing it in some way. The change is usually psychological in character involving a 
change in the state of mind of one or more individuals. The surveying profession could not 
endure itself being the object of scrutiny without also raising its self-consciousness and self-
awareness as a profession. The profession gained a new outlook as indicated by formation of 
Northern and Central Groups of the Institution in the mid 1960s, and formation of the 
Association of Consulting Surveyors in 1972. 
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During 1958, the University of Queensland Senate decided to make regular reviews of the 
major occupations for which it provided teaching. The expectation was that the results would 
be useful in vocational guidance counselling, and in rationalising the teaching services 
provided by the University.230 The University published results of a 1963 review of surveying 
in 1965. In attempting to forecast the demand for surveying graduates between 1964-1974, it 
concluded that the current rate of registering surveyors was sufficient for minimum 
requirements. However, with termination of the indentured system, the supply of university 
graduates would need to increase from around seven per year to something like 15 to 20 per 
year. Moreover, the record of those entering the surveying course was not good since only 
about one third of students entering the course proceeded to graduation. Some argued that 
the high failure rate was attributable to the low pass rates in Mathematics and Physics of 
those entering the course.231 
 
Surveying education and the supply of graduates remained contentious within the profession, 
and remains so, almost to the point of obsession. In 1971, Professor G. R. McKay, a civil 
engineer and Dean of the Faculty of Engineering at the University of Queensland, seemed 
more able to report dispassionately on this situation than surveyors did themselves. He 
accepted the popular view, which was probably wrong in retrospect, that there was a ‘chronic 
shortage’ of surveyors. He accused the Institution of Surveyors of an obsession with status. 
He saw clearly the incongruity of a situation: 
which insists on a high standard of entry, a long high-risk course as a necessary training; then, in 
practice, this is set aside until another essential ingredient - professional experience - is acquired 
before the earning capacity of the individual is secure.232 
He added: 
If enrolments are to be increased significantly now, then it is essential that at the end of four years 
training, a candidate can obtain some irrevocable finality and command a potential salary of $5300 
per annum. At the present time many similar careers offer these opportunities and can absorb all 
who graduate. At the present time I know of no reason why particular dedication to Surveying could 
overcome this obvious counter attraction. 
There is no evidence that Surveyors who remain as employees, as most appear to do, are paid 
salaries in later years which would compensate for lesser commencement salaries. 
Furthermore, the division of Surveying into sections, in which there appears to be little provision for 
easy interchange, does lead to limitation of employment opportunities and mobility in later life - to 
me, an essential ingredient of a professional career. 
… 
It is patently obvious that a person wishing to qualify as an authorised surveyor is under an 
enormous disadvantage in Queensland, and his high academic ability is a financial liability. 
… 
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It is my personal opinion, that in the present situation, when the University relies so heavily on the 
State for support, the University must assist the State if it can by providing this service. Owing to the 
future high entry requirements, it may still not succeed in attracting sufficient applicants.233 
Mr. H. L. Ward was one of very few who dissented from the prevailing orthodoxy of a ‘chronic 
shortage of surveyors’. He had many years of surveying experience overseas and more 
recent experience in assisting students. He commented: 
If John Brown wants a survey done within 50 miles of Brisbane he would probably be able to fix an 
appointment with a surveyor on the job within two weeks, and this would entail the surveyor doing 
some searching in the Survey Office or the Titles Office before this meeting. 
If John Brown wants a Medical Specialist or a Dentist for an appointment he probably makes an 
appointment in six week's time. 
I have heard there are vacancies for 180 surveyors in Queensland. If 180 Surveyors turned up 
tomorrow (this must be hypothetical because there aren’t that many available) I doubt if 60 would be 
employed within six months in the Government service.234 
It is doubtful that anyone within the profession was able to read the economic signs of the 
times in the early 1970s. Advice to the Queensland Government in 1959 was that ‘Sound 
closer settlement, of course, should be the constant aim of land administration.’235 This advice 
contrasts with the comments of agricultural economists who were saying since at least the 
early 1960s that land policies based on ‘living area’ or ‘home maintenance’ concepts were 
questionable.236 In a report of 1972, the Queensland Division noted that large-scale 
government rural subdivision was ceasing, and amalgamation of rural properties was under 
way. By 1975, it had become part of Australian Government policy to facilitate amalgamation 
of rural properties through the Rural Adjustment Scheme. It seems that if anyone held that 
there was a chronic shortage of surveyors for rural surveys by the Lands Department in the 
early 1970s, the views were clearly misplaced. 
 
5 ABOLITION OF THE SURVEY OFFICE SCALE OF FEES 
In 1971, J.F.H. Murray, a surveyor of considerable experience whose father had also been a 
surveyor, described the voucher system thus: 
My first memory of a survey camp was about 1925 when my father was ‘contract’ surveying on the 
Burdekin about 50 miles south of Ravenswood. In those days my Father travelled by buggy or 
wagon and used horses to go from camp to work, and horses in mountain country must have saved 
miles of walking on to a job, as some of us do now. One of my memories of camp life was my father 
sitting beside a hurricane light doing longhand calculations at night and then to finish a job adding up 
a voucher or forwarding his field notes to Yates and Jones in Brisbane and having them add up the 
voucher without them even seeing the job, much the same as an examiner in the Survey office does 
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now. 
Things haven't changed much.  ....  Can there be any other profession or trade that holds the 
distinction of not being able to give an accurate estimate of what a job is worth until months after the 
last peg is driven or the last chainage made. Even the corner store proprietor writing down his list of 
groceries has a less onerous task than that of a surveyor compiling a voucher to see if his job has 
paid or if he is insolvent after sometimes six months slavery, and then waiting on a check on his 
figures after the plan is examined. To compile a voucher on a large job sometimes takes days and 
no doubt a similar time is taken checking it in the Survey Office. The contract surveyor earns exactly 
nothing whilst preparing the voucher and the Land Department must pay thousands of dollars over a 
year to examiners sitting on their rear ends checking the field man's assessment. Even then their 
only check on his assessment, particularly for vegetation, is by way of examining aerial photos or an 
on the job inspection which happens quite often a year or so after the job is done.237 
In November 1970, the Minister for Lands requested that the Chairman of the Public Service 
Board make a preliminary inquiry into the apparent lack of co-ordination of cadastral 
surveying in Queensland. The Minister acted on advice of the Chief Commissioner for Lands 
and the Surveyor-General.  The inquiry found ‘evidence of competition among Government 
Departments for the services of consultants, differential rates of payment, duplication of effort 
and overlapping of services’. It recommended further in-depth inquiry if government was to 
achieve better co-ordination of its surveying activities, given the very many developmental 
programmes in hand.238 
 
On 9 August 1971, Cabinet decided to appoint a Committee to investigate and report to 
Cabinet on matters concerned with surveying in Queensland.239 The Committee noted that 
other States seemed to experience similar difficulties. It cited a South Australian Inquiry of 
1967 as one that generated interest in Queensland and influenced its own formation.240 The 
Committee invited submissions from persons and authorities seen as able to provide 
information deemed important to the Enquiry and met on 90 occasions before reporting in 
August 1975.241 Its delayed response of some four years was most impressive. The system of 
payment for surveys was included within the Committee's Terms of Reference.242 
 
The Committee noted that an earlier Land Act mentioned the Survey Office scale of fees. It 
also noted that current practice was for the Minister to receive for approval a document called 
‘Rules and Directions regarding Payment for Survey Work’ prepared by the Survey Office. 
The Committee’s report described the process thus:  
Without commenting on the adequacy or otherwise of the scale or its conceptual base, it does 
appear that the Survey Office is operating within a sound framework when arriving at the scale of 
fees. 
The scale of fees is comprised of a number of activities for each of which a specified amount is 
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prescribed. These amounts were arrived at by multiplying the estimated number of hours required to 
complete the activity by the predetermined hourly rate. The estimated number of hours is 
determined by calculating the average time taken by surveyors employed by the Survey Office. The 
hourly rate is determined by adding a loading to an appropriate Public Service salary rate and 
dividing by the estimated annual productive hours after allowing for items such as annual leave, 
public holidays and wet days. The loading is the amount to cover overheads. Allowances for 
vegetation, slopes, travelling, etc. are in addition to the above rates.243 
This comment is difficult to reconcile, for how could it be decided that there was a ‘sound 
framework’ without dealing also with its conceptual base. It seems that the Committee failed 
to distinguish between what was ‘fair’ and what was ‘reasonable’ as the courts had 
considered some seventy years previously. Things could be thoroughly reasonable in the 
sense that it took long and logical calculations to arrive at an answer, but the answer could 
also be thoroughly unfair. The Committee then suggested that all Government Departments 
should use a common scale, and recommended appointment of a Committee to recommend 
an appropriate scale for cadastral surveys to the Minister.244 It was perhaps the closest that 
the profession had ever reached in arriving at arbitration on the matter of fees paid by the 
Survey Office. 
 
The Committee's findings contrast with the submission of J.M. Serisier, then Staff Surveyor 
and later Surveyor-General: 
I have often worked hard for a whole day in rough and broken country covered by dense tropical 
jungle only to realise that the distance measured was only a few chains. My parties costs, therefore, 
were far in excess of the amount which would have been paid to a private surveyor on a linear basis. 
Prominent citizens have remarked to me, after spending a day in the field with my survey party, that 
no one should be expected to work as hard for so little return. 
An examination of the costs of surveys effected by staff surveyors will reveal that in many instances 
all staff surveyors costs at some time or other exceed that which would be paid to the private 
surveyor. It may be argued that the particular staff surveyor was not working hard enough or that he 
was inefficient. If this is true then all staff surveyors, past and present, have fallen into this category 
at some time during their career.245 
On 24 May 1974, Surveyor-General Yeates communicated to the Institution of Surveyors 
what turned out to be the last Survey Office scale of fees. The Institution's Divisional 
Committee responded, and noted that the rates were 30% below comparable Institution daily 
rates.246 Inflation had been averaging around 15% per annum.247 The rates were thus further 
eroded by the time they were abolished more than 20 months later within the Department of 
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Mines and Energy;248 and in what had been the Survey Office but which had been 
reorganised as the Department of Surveying and Mapping.249 It was frankly admitted: 
The inequities caused by the linear scale of fees have always been a source of discontent within the surveying profession. 
This has disrupted the effectiveness of the Survey Office in the role of the Government Surveyor with the result that other 
Departments have set up their own Survey branches in order to get the work done expeditiously.250 
6 CONCLUSIONS 
This review does not purport to be a comprehensive history of surveying in Queensland. It 
has focussed almost exclusively on the practice of cadastral surveying at three particular 
periods; the 1830s and 1840s, from around 1900 to around 1916, and in the early to mid 
1970s. The evidence suggests that the Queensland Lands Department in particular was 
practically always an unfair employer as far as cadastral surveyors were concerned. Much of 
this unfairness depended on the combined effects of the rules pertaining to the licensing of 
surveyors, the attitudes within government on how the continuing performance of surveyors 
could be monitored, and the economic dominance of the government as a land developer. In 
some periods there is reason to believe that deteriorating inter-personal relationships within 
the surveying profession could be attributed largely to attitudes and personalities of particular 
Surveyors-General. 
 
While it is certainly possible to point to instances of surveying work that was substandard, it is 
also possible to point to supervision of standards that were corruptible, as indicated by the 
Mowbray Inquiry of 1914. ‘Corruption’ as used here means the creation of misinformation, 
either by direct lies or by carelessness about the truth, to reward the undeserving at the 
expense of the deserving. The Fitzgerald inquiry educated people about widespread official 
corruption. Queensland’s Criminal Justice Commission is a response to the knowledge that 
official corruption exists. Moreover, some accounting methods conceal more than they reveal 
about appropriations for the purposes of government. A major conclusion is that the methods 
of regulating Queensland surveyors were far more corrupt than was ever admitted. Nowadays 
it is becoming more usual to consider such corruptions of the economic system not only as 
fraud but also as unjustifiable enrichment and unconscionable conduct. 
 
Frequently admitted in the parliamentary debates that the work that surveyors did was skilled 
and important yet there was an amazingly consistent reluctance on the part of government to 
reward the work fairly. The usual market response to artificially created poor rewards is a 
shortage of supply of people offering themselves for that work. The market response to a 
shortage has always depended on what the legal system allowed. Slavery and transportation 
were options until they were abolished. Indentured labour, as occurred with Pacific Island 
labour in Queensland's sugar industry, was also an option. It too was abolished, not on the 
grounds of its unfairness, but on the basis of its competition with white labour. The system of 
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indentured pupillage of surveyors was not abolished on the grounds of any unfairness to 
students, but because the profession insisted on its self-worth in the face of a governmental 
ambivalence. The work of surveyors was worthwhile - hence a need to preserve standards; 
but it was not worthwhile as indicated by what the government was prepared to pay for that 
work. 
 
The idea is no longer acceptable that a government should encourage serious capital 
investment in acquiring knowledge and skills of a particular profession while at the same time 
instituting policies that seriously inhibit legitimate returns on that investment. The investment 
involves direct outlays and earnings foregone when people gain professional knowledge and 
skills. The outcome of such an idea is nothing less than a curtailment of opportunity and a 
serious confiscation of the returns to personal intellectual property. Nor is it reasonable to 
consider the Surveyor-General as an official voice to government on matters affecting the 
surveying profession. Such institutional arrangements represented a capture by government 
of privately owned surveying resources. Under autocratic regimes operating within 
government circles, the effect was little different from 'taxation without representation'. 
 
The functioning of any viable social system depends on a regime of proper rewards to 
encourage productive enterprise and sanctions to curtail activity deemed harmful to the 
system's operation. This is often recognised as the ` carrot and stick' approach. However it is 
also recognised that motivation is extremely important in information and knowledge 
industries. Rewards are essentially creative if they reinforce acceptable behaviour. 
Punishments are necessarily destructive if they prevent things happening without offering any 
new direction. Corruption interferes with the information processes through which rewards 
and punishments are made. Hence the wrong things tend to get rewarded and punished. But 
just as success can breed success, corruption can bring success to those who are unfairly 
rewarded, and this corruption can breed further corruption. 
 
The continuing viability of an organisation depends also on how it copes with an inherent 
tension between the requirements of the present and those of the future. ‘Tried and true’ 
methods have an implicit authority because short-run productivity may well depend on not 
asking questions and simply getting on with the job. However if questioning the methods is 
denied, or invokes severe penalties, or is deemed a luxury that nobody can afford, the 
production processes are likely to descend into mindless ritual. But what is worse is that 
unquestionable authority is also unanswerable and irresponsible in the literal sense of not 
answering or responding to anything. It becomes, as in the dictum of Lord Acton, an absolute 
power that corrupts itself absolutely. Since this kind of power and authority denies the 
evolutionary processes of learning and adapting gradually in the light of changing 
circumstances, only revolutionary forces of sufficient magnitude can overturn it. The mid 
1970s represented something of a turning point in surveying and mapping in Queensland 
because there was a fairly sudden break of the economic dominance of the government as a 
land developer and the economic reliance of the surveyors who were part of its subservience. 
In many respects, the repeal of the Land Surveyors Act 1908 in 1977 was part of a revolution 
with many interesting parallels with major political revolutions of the past. 
